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uranium enrichment facilities, informal hearings will also satisfy the AEA. (2004 Adjudications Rule, 69 FR 2182, pages 2183 through 2186, January 14, 2004). On balance, these amendments generally use simpler, more informal processes and shorter schedules to complete adjudications within the timeframes contemplated in the ADVANCE Act and E.O. 14300.While the final rule establishes three primary pathways for hearings (a ‘‘Standard Proceeding’’ for 18-month reviews, a ‘‘Focused Proceeding’’ for 12-month proceedings, and an ‘‘Expedited Proceeding’’ for faster reviews), the Commission does not intend for these designations to be rigid. Rather, in light of the direction in E.O. 14300 to ‘‘adopt shorter deadlines tailored to particular reactor types or licensing pathways as appropriate,’’ the rule does not preclude reliance on the Commission’s authority to move a proceeding to a faster pathway when warranted. Additionally, within the pathways, the final rule directs the presiding officer to ensure the hearing schedule does not exceed the staff review schedule to the greatest extent practicable. Collectively, these provisions should ensure that the hearing procedures for each adjudication appropriately reflect the complexity of the issues raised by the underlying application. The Commission has chosen to use a Licensing Board as the default presiding officer for contested licensing proceedings, including license transfers, because Boards are independent and statutorily established, possess legal and technical expertise, and are well placed to efficiently conduct NRC licensing proceedings given their experience and ability to focus exclusively on adjudicatory matters. Considering the wide variety of situations a Board could face after a contention is admitted, the presiding officer will have considerable flexibility to select the appropriate procedures for resolving disputed issues within the strict timeframes imposed by this rulemaking. For example, these procedures will continue to rely primarily on written pleadings and statements to maintain clarity and precision in the record, although the presiding officer will have the flexibility to convene oral proceedings when necessary.

These revisions will require evidentiary hearings to be held as soon as practicable after a decision admitting contentions. Nonetheless, to support more efficient and timely resolution of admitted contentions in certain circumstances, the procedures and practice will still provide for motions to dismiss contentions and motions for summary disposition prior to an evidentiary hearing. These procedures also address new or amended contentions filed later in the NRC’s review process to ensure that the NRC is still able to complete adjudications in a timely manner. The Commission is making three significant revisions to accomplish this goal. First, in light of the dynamic nature of our licensing process, parties frequently file new or amended contentions throughout NRC adjudications, often in response to amended applications or other new information. To accommodate these filings within the 18-month and 1-year E.O. 14300 timelines, the revisions establish deadlines the presiding officer must use in setting hearing schedules that will provide sufficient time to (1) fully litigate an initial round of contentions (including an evidentiary hearing on any admitted contentions) and (2) fully litigate a second round of new or amended contentions through an evidentiary hearing on those contentions, even if there is no overlap between the rounds of litigation. Second, the Commission recognizes that, in rare instances, critical issues could arise sufficiently late in a proceeding to challenge the E.O. 14300 timelines for a decision on the application. To ensure that only critical issues have the potential to be admitted late in the proceeding, these revisions establish that the NRC’s standards for reopening the record will apply to contentions raising new issues that are submitted after the date by which the presiding officer would be expected to enter an initial decision after an evidentiary hearing on the initial round of contentions, assuming that the evidentiary hearing phase immediately commences upon the admission of the contention and there are no delays along the way. Third, these revisions establish that new or amended contentions would not be considered pending before the agency until the presiding officer finds there is good cause for submitting these contentions after the prescribed initial filing deadline for contentions (i.e., that they have been timely submitted based on new, materially different information). This change will, as discussed later in this notice, eliminate the possibility of parties delaying licensing in certain proceedings simply by filing an untimely new or amended contention. As stated previously, the Commission is establishing hearing schedules that would allow for two non-overlapping hearings to be conducted within the 18- month and 1-year E.O. 14300 timelines—one hearing for contentions submitted by the initial filing deadline for contentions and a second hearing held thereafter on a new or amended contention arising later in the review. The revisions to 10 CFR part 2 primarily accomplish this acceleration by requiring the presiding officer to commence the evidentiary hearing as soon as practicable after admitting contentions. In contrast, evidentiary hearings generally do not begin under the existing rules until after the staff completes its review.

This change also reflects the Commission’s understanding that the E.O.’s discussion of fixed deadlines for the NRC’s evaluation to support a final decision on the application refers to the agency’s approval of the licensing action or other request if the NRC’s evaluation determines that applicable requirements are met. Given this understanding, the changes in this final rule focus on ensuring that there is a final presiding officer decision on all contested issues within the E.O. 14300 timelines as these decisions have immediate effect by default, regardless of the pendency of appeals. As such, the presiding officer’s decision would allow the licensing decision to be made even in circumstances where the AEA requires a hearing to be completed before the issuance and effectiveness of a license. Consequently, in this final rule, the appeals process occurs outside of the scope of the fixed deadlines outlined in section 5(a) of E.O. 14300. Nonetheless, the NRC is streamlining the appeals process to support the overarching goals of the ADVANCE Act and E.O. 14300. First, this final rule makes small changes to the filing deadlines for appeals, shortening the process. Second, the Commission recognizes the importance of issuing its adjudicatory decisions in a timely manner and will use milestones in its internal procedures to effectuate this goal.

While the Commission expects these revisions will substantially improve the efficiency of NRC contested licensing adjudications, they do not constitute a wholesale rewrite of 10 CFR part 2, and many proceedings such as enforcement proceedings, proceedings on denials of applications, or proceedings for construction or operation of a high-level waste geological repository are only minimally impacted. Proceedings under § 52.103 or 53.1452 are also minimally impacted by the changes because the procedures for such hearings are established by case-specific order, and the NRC will consider modifications to the existing standard procedures for these proceedings in a separate process. Further, a final rule published April 15,

2026 (91 FR 20063) increased flexibility in the mandatory hearing process, and a policy statement published June 8, 2026 (91 FR 34661) made changes to the agency’s mandatory hearing process for reactors to increase efficiency and timeliness while also enhancing public participation. Additionally, in a separate rulemaking, the NRC proposed changes to the agency’s implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (91 FR 42086, July 7, 2026), which could impact the scope of issues that may be permissible for adjudication in contested hearings. The changes in this final rule are a series of targeted amendments intended to ensure timely and efficient contested adjudication for most NRC licensing actions. This final rule reflects changes to the proposed rule made in response to public comments, as documented in the ‘‘NRC Response to Public Comments: Streamlining Contested Adjudications in Licensing Proceedings’’ (hereafter, Comment Response Document). This final rule also accounts for changes made to the regulations since publication of the proposed rule, including a final rule adding a new 10 CFR part 53, ‘‘Risk-Informed, Technology-Inclusive Regulatory Framework for Advanced Reactors’’ (91 FR 15696, March 30, 2026), which generally revised 10 CFR part 2 to apply the same processes to applications under 10 CFR part 53, ‘‘Risk-Informed, Technology-Inclusive Regulatory Framework for Commercial Nuclear Plants,’’ as would apply to corresponding applications under 10 CFR part 50, ‘‘Domestic Licensing of Production and Utilization Facilities,’’ or 10 CFR part 52, ‘‘Licenses, Certifications, and Approvals for Nuclear Power Plants.’’ This final contested hearings rule includes these changes and consistently treats 10 CFR part 53 applications and licenses the same as the corresponding applications and licenses under 10 CFR parts 50 and 52. This final rule also accounts for changes made by the rule, mentioned previously, that increased flexibility in the mandatory hearing process (91 FR 20063, April 15, 2026). In addition, this final rule makes certain corrections, clarifications, and other minor changes that were not in response to comments but that the NRC identified during the development of the final rule. All changes made in the final rule logically grow out of the proposed rule provisions.

III. Discussion

To achieve the objectives described previously, the Commission is amending 10 CFR part 2 in the following areas:

Hearing Schedule Framework and New Definitions in 10 CFR 2.4

In this rule, the NRC is taking a tailored approach to timeframes for hearing requests and evidentiary hearings to account for specific types of applications rather than the one-sizefits-all approach in the existing regulations, where the same time is generally provided for hearing requests and evidentiary hearings on shorter or simpler applications as on longer or complex applications. The tailored timeframes in this final rule provide sufficient time for the parties to meaningfully raise and litigate disputed issues in the type of proceeding at issue and for the presiding officer to make accurate determinations on these disputed issues. Using tailored hearing timelines is consistent with direction in the Nuclear Energy Innovation and Modernization Act section 102(c), ADVANCE Act section 504, and E.O. 14300 section 5 regarding specified timelines for different types of NRC reviews.

To accomplish this objective, the NRC is establishing three basic timeframes for most licensing proceedings so that the NRC’s hearing regulations are clear and manageable and provide greater flexibility, while recognizing that it would be impractical to establish a multitude of timeframes for every type of proceeding and constantly modify hearing processes and regulations to account for the different NRC decisionmaking schedules as they are updated over time. Nonetheless, as discussed later, the NRC is accounting for potential variability in NRC decisionmaking schedules by requiring the presiding officer in each proceeding to establish a hearing schedule that, to the greatest extent practicable, will not extend past the NRC staff’s scheduled date for completing its review of the application. This provision could, for example, address an expedited NRC review under E.O. 14300 section 5(d) of a reactor design tested and demonstrated by DOE or DOW.

The NRC is adding new definitions in § 2.4 to account for the three basic timeframes established by this rule. The new definitions are ‘‘Standard Proceeding,’’ ‘‘Focused Proceeding,’’ and ‘‘Expedited Proceeding,’’ where Standard Proceedings have the longest hearing schedules, Expedited Proceedings have the shortest hearing schedules, and Focused Proceedings have hearing schedules in between these two categories. The proposed rule followed the same basic scheduling construct as this final rule but did not establish formal labels for Standard Proceedings or Focused Proceedings.4 The NRC has determined that the clarity of 10 CFR part 2 will be enhanced by formal labels for each basic type of proceeding, and the final rule is accordingly adding definitions for Standard Proceedings and Focused Proceedings. Also, in establishing the basic hearing timeframes in this rule, the NRC has followed the general approach taken in the proposed rule by specifying the applications that are in the Standard Proceeding category and the applications that are in the Expedited Proceeding, with the Focused Proceeding category including, with certain limited exceptions, all other licensing proceedings.

The new definition for ‘‘Standard Proceeding’’ captures those applications that generally present more complex technical issues than those applications that fall into the other categories. While the applications in this category are not all equally complex, they are currently subject to the longer 18-month standard NRC review schedules and warrant longer hearing schedules because of the anticipated complexity of material on which contentions could be based, as well as the potential complexity of the technical issues that could be the subject of admitted contentions. As discussed later in this notice, the hearing schedules established for Standard Proceedings support the potential completion of two nonoverlapping evidentiary hearings within 13.5 months and allow for Commission consideration of any associated appeals within 18 months. Reactor applications falling under the Standard Proceeding category are those for the grant of a construction permit, an operating license, or a combined license under 10 CFR part 50, 52, or 53 for a commercial production or utilization facility (other than a non-power production or utilization facility (NPUF)), where the application does not reference an NRC approval providing finality in the adjudicatory proceeding on design matters (e.g., a design certification or manufacturing license).5



4 The preamble for the proposed rule (91 FR 10450, March 3, 2026) referred to Standard Proceedings as ‘‘most complex’’ proceedings, referred to Focused Proceedings as ‘‘other’’ proceedings, and referred to Expedited Proceedings as ‘‘highly expedited proceedings.’’

5 The proposed rule specifically referenced a design certification and manufacturing license on the basis that these NRC approvals provide finality in the adjudicatory proceeding on design matters. To be consistent with the language used in proposed § 2.1207(c) (final § 2.1207(b)), the final rule adjusts the proposed rule § 2.309(b) language Continued
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