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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-oom1-7qn1
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0326
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Denys Cope
Email: denysc@cybermesa.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-ootj-iv8v
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0331
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: William Edelman
Email: edelbill713@gmail.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I support this petition wholeheartedly! I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens
the safety provisions in the decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s
decommissioning regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The
NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be
withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement, and the NRC must take
responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full
decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,



“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency
planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.

LET'S DO THIS RIGHT !!
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-ops4-lf7j
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0347
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Marvin Rowe
Email: marvinrowe@gmail.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

We have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: We have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated
to FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10
months, “the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning,



emergency planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for
public safety. Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the
responsibility for this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should
continue to be required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-oqgy-kbyp
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0357
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Katherine Castro
Email: kmcastro@mail.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-oqoz-3ial
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0360
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Janet Black
Email: ecochristian@yahoo.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-or67-dlpd
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0364
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: RICHARD VARTANIAN
Email: acesrmv@pacbell.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-osb0-aedp
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0376
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Patricia DeLuca
Email: rickscustompainting@comcast.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

The Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the decommissioning process for both
citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the
profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The
current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement,
and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized
throughout the full decommissioning process.
Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency
planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.



Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-ouda-5lca
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0396
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: David Bly
Email: ilps9000@yahoo.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-ovia-l64o
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0406
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Robert Aronson
Email: Robert@Aronson.Law

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have very serious concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

The Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the decommissioning process for both
citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the
for-profit nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The current
draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement, and the
NRC must take responsibility to prioritize public safety and environmental protection throughout the full
decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities, such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to guide the NRC to protect public
health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes the
public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule prohibits any provisions for post-operational licensing decisions or public
hearings, thus eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and
environmental protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency
planning, and security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S.
reactors cease to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully ensure
that the NRC will protect public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious
risks to which it exposes the public and the human (and non-human) environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC must require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with a genuine opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to
request a hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More
importantly, these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.

Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for any other purpose.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the loosening of regulations on the industry. This is totally unacceptable. The rules
must be revised. The Commission should immediately correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-owqd-4hxp
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0422
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Barbara and Jim Dale
Email: nonrev909@neitel.net

General Comment

We have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: We're concerned about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.

Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have very grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

The American people deserve better! Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized
throughout the entire decommissioning process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold
the industry accountable throughout the process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC
and make health and safety of people and environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the
industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to
correct its course and come into compliance with the court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring
the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They are dropping the requirement
for an environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental
information in the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the
process should occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local
stakeholders to be informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with
appropriate protections for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-p43k-lzhr
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0489
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Lore Weber
Email: weber.15@nd.edu

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment. 

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-p96r-kpby
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0539
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Sarah Hamilton
Email: bigguy287@twcny.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-pbi6-eaua
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0558
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Sue and John Morris
Email: mamasuepeace@gmail.com

General Comment

We have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: We have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated
to FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10
months, “the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning,



emergency planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for
public safety. Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the
responsibility for this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should
continue to be required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment...

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to



FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency
planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-pf9i-pmez
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0590
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Edward Kadane
Email: bkadane@sbcglobal.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process...

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-pl3w-pxmy
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0622
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Keith Eagle
Email: deradler43@aol.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

This is unacceptable and downright shocking. I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule
weakens the safety provisions in the decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s
decommissioning regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The
NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be
withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement, and the NRC must take
responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full
decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,



“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency
planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen the local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cor. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After the fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10
months, “the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning,



emergency planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for
public safety. Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the
responsibility for this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should
continue to be required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as soon
as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The NRC
must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This proposed
change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry. Rather, regular
NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make the health and safety of people
and the environment subordinate to the tightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules
must be revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance
with the court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988
Decommissioning Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have serious concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. 

The NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be
withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement, and the NRC must take
responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full
decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule does not provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would then persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors
cease to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to
protect public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it
exposes the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to



FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency
planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.

Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

Nuclear safety is NOT to be taken lightly. I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule
weakens the safety provisions in the decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s
decommissioning regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The
NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be
withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement, and the NRC must take
responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full
decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,



“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency
planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.

Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule. Thank you.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

The Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the decommissioning process for both
citizens and the environment that sustains human life. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too much
authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public health
and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community
and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental
protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC needs to require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
the rule would outrageously "eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning,



emergency planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises dire issues for public
safety. Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the
responsibility for this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should
continue to be required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes make a joke of environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed (!) and weaken the environmental information
in the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review must occur early in the
decommissioning process and needs toprovide opportunities for local stakeholders to be informed and involved
by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections for the fairness of the
hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-q5xw-cg46
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0736
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Dona LaSchiava
Email: dslaschiava@comcast.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-q727-bedp
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0741
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Susan Pennington
Email: susan_pennington@comcast.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

The Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the decommissioning process for both
citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the
profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The
current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement,
and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized
throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have serious concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-qgpk-i2sy
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0781
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Jan Salas
Email: jancsalas4@att.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-qi1h-7l51
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0792
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: William Uzgalis
Email: buzgalis@gmail.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-qkjl-49z9
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0802
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: KELLY KREISER
Email: kelly.kreiser@advantagesolutions.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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