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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA April 11, 2007 (7:47am)

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION OFFICE OF SECRETARY

RULEMAKINGS AND
Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board ADJUDICATIONS STAFF

In the Matter of )
)

DOMINION NUCLEAR NORTH ANNA, LLC ) Docket No. 52-008
)

(Early Site Permit for North Anna ESP Site) ) ASLBP No. 04-822-02-ESP

DOMINION'S PRE-HEARING STATEMENT

As required by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board's ("Board") March 20, 2007

Order ("Order") in this proceeding relating to the application of Dominion Nuclear North Anna,

LLC ("Dominion") for an Early Site Permit ("ESP"), Dominion hereby submits this written

statement setting forth the legal standards, arguments, witnesses, and evidence that Dominion

will present at the uncontested, mandatory hearing with respect to the six questions set forth in

Attachment A to the Order.

I. Scope and Standards Governin2 the Mandatory Hearing

As set forth in Attachment A to the Order, there are six issues that the Board must decide.

With respect to safety matters, the Board must determine:

whether the application and the record of the proceeding contain sufficient
information, and the review of the application by the NRC Staff has been
adequate to support a finding that the issuance of the ESP will NOT be inimical to
the common defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.

whether the application and the record of the proceeding contain sufficient
information, and the review of the application by the NRC Staff has been
adequate to support a finding that, taking into consideration the site criteria
contained in 10 C.F.R. Part 100, a reactor, or reactors, having the characteristics
that fall within the parameters for the site, can be constructed without undue risk
to the health and safety of the public.

With respect to environmental matters, the Board must:
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* Determine whether the review conducted by the Commission pursuant to NEPA
has been adequate.

• Determine whether the requirements of Section 102(2)(A), (C), and (E) of NEPA
and Subpart A of 10 C.F.R. Part 51 have been complied with in the proceeding.

* Independently consider the final balance among the conflicting factors contained
in the record of the proceeding and must determine the appropriate action to be
taken.

* Determine, after considering reasonable alternatives, whether the ESP should be
issued, denied, or appropriately conditioned to protect environmental values.

The Commission has explained the standards that should be used in making these

detenrninations. In CLI-05-17, the Commission held that "boards should conduct a simple

'sufficiency' review ... " Exelon Generation Co., LLC (Early Site Permit for Clinton ESP Site),

CLI-05-17, 62 N.R.C. 5, 39 (2005). In contrast to contested proceedings in which boards must

decide whether the applicant has met its burden of proof, in the uncontested mandatory hearing

"the boards should decide simply whether the safety and enviromnental record is 'sufficient' to

support license issuance." Id.

When determining whether the record is sufficient to support license issuance, "boards

should inquire whether the NRC Staff performed an adequate review and made findings with

reasonable support in logic and fact." Id. (footnote omitted). The NRC Staff s underlying

technical and factual findings, however, are not open to board reconsideration unless, after a

review of the record, a board finds the NRC Staff review inadequate or its findings insufficient.

Id. at 39-40. Thus, with respect to matters not in controversy, a board is not expected to

duplicate the Staff s review, but is authorized to rely upon the uncontroverted testimony of the

Staff and applicant, and the uncontroverted conclusions of the ACRS. Id. at 35 and n.40, quoting

Statement of General Policy: Conduct of Proceedings for the Issuance of Construction Permits

for Protection and Utilization Facilities for Which a Hearing is Required Under Section 189a of
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the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as Amended, formerly codified at 10 C.F.R. Part 2, App. A.

Further, the Commission has stated that a mandatory hearing board must narrow its inquiry to

those topics or sections in Staff documents that it deems most important and should concentrate

on portions of the documents, if any, that do not on their face adequately explain the logic,

underlying facts, and applicable regulations and guidance. See Exelon Generation Co., LLC

(Early Site Permit for Clinton ESP Site), CLI-06-20, 64 N.R.C. 15, 22 (2006).

The Commission has held that licensing boards should apply these same standards when

reviewing the three "NEPA Baseline Issues" set forth in Attachment A to the Order. According

to the Commission, its ruling that licensing boards should not perforn a de novo review of

uncontested issues "applies fully to the three NEPA baseline issues insofar as NRC Staff factual

or technical judgments are concerned." CLI-05-17, 62 N.R.C. at 44. "[W]hile NEPA demands

independent enviromnental judgments by licensing boards ... the boards need not rethink or redo

every aspect of the NRC Staff's enviromnental findings or undertake their own fact-finding

activities." Id.

II. Witnesses and Evidence

Dominion intends to present the following testimony and evidence in this proceeding:

* Dominion's ESP Application, which includes the Site Safety Analysis Report
("SSAR") and Environmental Report ("ER").

• Dominion's February 8, 2007 Responses to the Board's Safety Questions.

• Dominion's March 1, 2007 Responses to the Board's Environmental Questions.

* Dominion's Pre-Filed Testimony of Marvin L. Smith (Dominion's Project Director
for the ESP Application), Stephen D. Routh (Bechtel's Project Manager for
Dominion's ESP Application), Dr. William Lettis (President and Principal
Engineering Geologist of William Lettis & Associates, Inc.), Dr. Robin McGuire
(President of Risk Engineering, Inc.), and John Davie (Bechtel's Geotechnical
Engineering Specialist) on Safety Matters ("Safety Testimony").
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Dominion's Pre-Filed Testimony of Marvin L. Smith, Karen K. Paterson (TetraTech
NUS, Inc.'s Project Manager for Dominion's ESP Application), and Jon A. Cudworth
(Environmental Scientist, TetraTech NUS, Inc.) on Enviromnental Matters
("Environmental Testimony").

Dominion will also present panels of experts to address the topics identified in Section II.D of

the Order. These experts are being identified in a separate witness list.

In addition to Dominion's testimony and evidence, Dominion will also rely on (1) the

NRC's Safety Evaluation Report ("SER") and Supplement 1 thereto, the Report of the Advisory

Committee on Reactor Safeguards (Appendix E to the SER), and the Final Environmental Impact

Statement (NUREG-1811) ("FEIS"), which the NRC Staff must offer into evidence pursuant to

10 C.F.R. § 2.337(g); (2) the NRC Staff's Responses to the Board's Safety Questions, which

pursuant to the Order will be introduced into evidence; and (3) the NRC Staff's Responses to the

Board's Enviromnental Questions, which will also be introduced into evidence.

III. DISCUSSION OF HOW THE EVIDENCE WILL ADDRESS THE REQUIRED
FINDINGS

Dominion provides the following explanation how the evidence summarized above will

support the Board making favorable findings on all six issues that the Board must decide.

A. Safety Issue 1

With respect to Safety Issue 1, "[t]he Board must decide whether the application and the

record of the proceeding contain sufficient information, and the review of [the] application by

the NRC Staff has been adequate to support a finding that the issuance of the ESP will NOT be

inimical to the common defense and security or to the health and safety of the public." Order at

Attachment A.
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1. Common Defense and Security

With respect to the ESP's impact on the common defense and security, 10 C.F.R. §

100.2 1(f) requires that site characteristics be such that adequate security plans and measures can

be developed. As the testimony of Dominion witnesses Messrs. Smith and Routh demonstrate,

and as shown in Section 13.6 of the SSAR, the characteristics of the ESP Site are such that the

applicable requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 73.55 and Regulatory Guide 4.7, as well as the post-9/11

Orders can be implemented. Safety Testimony at 29. Moreover, the site is sufficiently large to

allow for adequate distances between structures and the likely security boundary; additionally,

the security program currently in place for the existing units at the site would continue to be met

in the event new units are added. Id.

In addition, Section 13.6 of the SER describes the Staff's evaluation. Using the criteria in

10 C.F.R. § 100.21(f), the Staff identified and considered the characteristics of the site that could

affect the establishment of adequate security plans and measures, including pedestrian land

approaches, vehicular land approaches, railroad approaches, waterborne approaches, potential

high ground adversary advantage areas, nearby railroad transportation routes, nearby hazardous

materials facilities, nearby pipelines, and culverts that could provide a pathway into the protected

areas. SER Section 13.6.3. Based on this evaluation, the SER "concludes that the ESP site

characteristics would allow an applicant for a COL or CP to develop adequate security plans and

measures for a reactor(s) that it might construct and operate on the ESP site." SER Section

13.6.4. Accordingly, the record contains sufficient information to support a finding that granting

the ESP would not be inimical to the common defense and security.
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2. Public Health and Safety

As a general matter, a demonstration of compliance with the regulations allows a

licensing board to find adequate protection to the health and safety of the public, or conversely,

reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be endangered. Maine

Yankee Atomic Power Co. (Maine Yankee Atomic Power Station), ALAB-161, 6 A.E.C. 1003,

1010 (1973). It is particularly appropriate to judge safety by compliance with the applicable

regulations in a reactor siting proceeding, where the Commission has established specific criteria

in 10 C.F.R. Part 100 for determining the acceptability of a site, which represent the

Commission's judgment based on decades of experience.

With respect to the health and safety of the public, the NRC's safety requirements

applicable to an ESP proceeding consist of the siting factors and criteria set forth in 10 C.F.R. §§

100.20, 100.21, and 100.23. These factors and criteria encompass the radiological evaluation

factors in 10 C.F.R. § 50.34(a)(1)1 and the emergency planning provisions in 10 C.F.R. §

52.17(b)(1). 2 As Messrs. Smith and Routh testify, Dominion's SSAR addressed each applicable

regulatory requirement, followed NRC guidance in the Review Standard and applicable

Regulatory Guides, and was prepared under the control of a Quality Assurance Program. Safety

Testimony at 5-6.

In the Safety Testimony, Messrs. Smith and Routh demonstrate that Dominion has

addressed the factors and met all of the criteria set forth in 10 C.F.R. §§ 100.20 and 100.21,

pertaining to (1) population density and use characteristics, including the requirements of 10

C.F.R. § 50.34(a) (Safety Testimony at 8-12); (2) the nature and proximity of man-made hazards

See 10 C.F.R. § 100.21(c)(2).
2 See 10 C.F.R. §§ 100.20(a) and 100.21(g).
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(Safety Testimony at 12-14); and (3) the physical characteristics of the site, such as meteorology

and hydrology (Safety Testimony at 14-21). That testimony is supported by SSAR Sections 2.1

through 2.4. In addition, Sections 2.1 through 2.4 of the SER demonstrate that the Staff has

sufficiently reviewed the record and concluded that Dominion has satisfied the criteria in 10

C.F.R. §§ 100.20 and 100.21.

The Safety Testimony also explains how Dominion has met the geologic and siting

criteria of 10 C.F.R. § 100.23. Dr. Lettis describes how Dominion developed the required

geological and seismological information. Safety Testimony at 21-23. Dr. McGuire discusses

how Dominion made the required determinations regarding vibratory ground motion. Safety

Testimony at 23. Dr. Lettis discusses the required studies that Dominion performed regarding

surface faulting. Safety Testimony at 24. And Dr. Davie explains how Dominion met NRC

requirements regarding the stability of subsurface materials and foundations (Safety Testimony

at 24-26) and the stability of slopes (Safety Testimony at 26-27). All of this testimony is

supported by SSAR Section 2.5. In addition, SER Section 2.5 demonstrates that the Staff

performed an adequate review of the record regarding the geologic and siting issues and

concluded that Dominion satisfied the relevant criteria.

Finally, Messrs. Smith and Routh demonstrate that Dominion has satisfied the NRC's

requirements regarding emergency plamning as set forth in 10 C.F.R. §§ 100.20(a), 100.2 1(g),

and 52.17(b)(1). Safety Testimony at 27-29. Their conclusions on this issue are supported by

Section 13.3 of the SSAR. And SER Section 13.3 demonstrates that the Staff adequately

reviewed the record with respect to this issue and found that Dominion has satisfied the relevant

criteria.
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The Report of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, which is provided as

Appendix E to the SER, supports the sufficiency of the NRC Staff's review. The ACRS states,

"[tlhe staff has prepared a high-quality, detailed, yet readable, safety evaluation report on the

Dominion application." ACRS Report at 3. The ACRS concurs with the Staff s conclusions (id.

at 4) and states:

The proposed site, subject to the permit conditions recommended by the NRC
staff, can be used for up to two nuclear power units each of up to 4300 MWth
without undue risk to the public health and safety.

Id. at 1.

B. Safety Issue 2

With respect to Safety Issue 2, "[tlhe Board must decide whether the application and the

record of the proceeding contain sufficient information, and the review of [the] application by

the NRC Staff has been adequate to support a finding that, taking into consideration the site

criteria contained in 10 C.F.R. Part 100, a reactor, or reactors, having the characteristics that fall

within the parameters for the site, can be constructed without undue risk to the health and safety

of the public." Order at Attachment A.

The health and safety matters implicated by Safety Issue 2 are the same health and safety

matters addressed with respect to Safety Issue 1 above. For the same reasons set forth above,

Dominion has made a sufficient showing that the site criteria contained in 10 C.F.R. Part 100

have been satisfied, and that the Staff has performed an adequate review to support a finding that

reactors can be built at the site without undue risk to the public's health and safety.

C.. NEPA ISSUES

As previously stated and as reflected in Attachment A to the Order, "the Board must

decide whether the review conducted by the Commission pursuant to NEPA has been adequate."
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This determination is satisfied by affirmative findings on each of the three baseline NEPA issues.

Therefore, the baseline issues are addressed first below, followed by the general issue.

1. NEPA Baseline Issue 1

In order to satisfy NEPA Baseline Issue 1, "[t]he Board must decide whether the

requirements of Section 102(2)(A), (C), and (E) of NEPA and Subpart A of 10 C.F.R. Part 51

have been complied with in the proceeding." Order at Attachment A.

Section 102(2)(A) of NEPA requires all federal agencies to "utilize a systematic and

interdisciplinary approach which will insure the integrated use of natural and social sciences and

environmental design arts in planning and decisionmaking which may have an impact of man's

environment." 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(A). The FEIS is prima facie evidence that this requirement

was met. The FEIS analyzed numerous diverse topics relating to both construction and

operation, including land use impacts, meteorological and air quality impacts, water-related

impacts, ecological impacts, socio-economic impacts, historic and cultural resources,

environmental justice impacts, non-radiological impacts, and radiological impacts. FEIS,

Chapters 4 and 5. These analyses were prepared by numerous engineers, scientists, and social

scientists with expertise in diverse disciplines, as shown in Appendix A to the FEIS. In addition,

the NRC contacted and consulted with numerous agencies and organizations with relevant

expertise, as shown in Appendices B and C to the FEIS. In the expert opinion of Dominion

witnesses, Ms. Patterson and Mr. Cudworth, the NEPA review of Dominion's ESP application

was systematic and interdisciplinary, as reflected by the numerous topics analyzed in the FEIS,

the long list of reviewers, and the scope of the consultations that were conducted. Environriental

Testimony at 12.
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Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA requires a Federal agency to address in its environmental

impact statement: (1) the environmental impact of the proposed action; (2) any adverse

environmnental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented; (3)

alternatives to the proposed action; (4) the relationship between local short-term uses of man's

environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity; and (5) any

irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposed

action should it be implemented. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C).

Again, the FEIS is itself direct, prima facie evidence that NEPA Section 102(2)(C) was

satisfied. The FEIS contains a detailed statement regarding the five issues set forth in Section

102(2)(C)(i)-(v). In particular, the Staff examined the potential environmental impacts

associated with the construction, operation, and decommissioning of a reactor(s) having

characteristics that fall within the parameters of the site in FEIS Chapter 4 (Construction

Impacts); Chapter 5 (Operational Impacts); Chapter 6 (Impacts of Fuel Cycle, Transportation,

and Decommissioning); and Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impacts). Unavoidable adverse impacts are

analyzed in Chapter 10.2 of the FEIS Chapters 1, 8, and 9 of the FEIS address reasonable

alternatives, including the no-action alternative. Finally, Chapter 10 of the FEIS addresses both

the relationship between local short-term uses of man's enviromnent and the maintenance and

enhancement of long-term productivity, and any irreversible and irretrievable commitment of

resources that might result from the proposed action.

Ms. Patterson and Mr. Cudworth provide an expert opinion that the NRC has taken the

"hard look" at the environmental impacts required by NEPA. 3 Enviromnental Testimony at 12.

3 Louisiana Energy Services, L.P. (Claiborne Enrichment Center), CLI-98-03, 47 N.R.C. 77, 88-89 (1998), quoting
Public Utilities Con-mmrission v. FERC, 900 F.2d 269, 282 (D.C. Cir. 1990).
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The NRC review started from the information presented-in the ER, included numerous

consultations, independent analyses, and consideration of agency and public comments, and

culminated in the FEIS providing over 400 pages of analysis of the five Section 102(2)(C) issues.

Id.

NEPA Section 102(2)(C) also requires that an agency "consult with and obtain the

comments of any Federal agency which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect

to any environmental impact involved." 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C). Appendix B to the FEIS

demonstrates that the NRC contacted over 60 Federal, State, regional, tribal, local and other

agencies and organizations. Appendix F of the FEIS reflects the consultations with the key

agencies and their views. Ms. Patterson and Mr. Cudworth provide an expert opinion that the

Staff complied with Section 102(2)(C). Environmental Testimony at 12-13.

Finally, Section 102(2)(E) of NEPA requires a federal agency to "study, develop, and

describe appropriate alternatives to the recommended courses of action in any proposal which

involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources." 42 U.S.C.

4332(2)(E). As the Commission has pointed out, "the 'reasonable alternatives' issue does not

apply with full force to ESP ... cases" since "the proceeding is focused on the appropriate site,

not the actual construction of a reactor." CLI-05-17, 62 N.R.C. at 48 (emphasis in original).

Accordingly, the Board must "merely weigh and compare alternative sites, not other types of

alternatives (such as alternative energy sources)." Id. (footnote omitted).

Consistent with NEPA Section 102(2)(E), the NRC studied, developed, and described

appropriate alternatives to the ESP Site, alternatives to the cooling system, and the no action

alternative. FEIS Chapters 8 and 9. Witnesses Paterson and Cudworth opine that the NRC
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considered a reasonable range of alternatives and thus met its obligations pursuant to Section

102(2)(E) of NEPA. Environmental Testimony at 13. This is also supported by the NRC Staff's

Responses and Dominion's Responses to the Board's Environmental Questions 112A, 119, and

121.

The requirements of Subpart A to 10 C.F.R. Part 51 also have been met. As the

testimony of Mr. Smith, Ms. Patterson and Mr. Cudworth shows, Dominion prepared its ER in

accordance with 10 C.F.R. § 52.17(a)(2) and 10 C.F.R. Part 51. Environmental Testimony at 4.

Specifically, as required by 10 C.F.R. § 52.17(a)(2), the ER complied with the requirements of

10 C.F.R. § 51.45. Environmental Testimony at 4-7. Similarly, as the testimony of these

witnesses explain, the NRC Staff's preparation of the FEIS complied with Part 51. Id. at 13-14.

In particular, the process employed by the NRC Staff satisfied all the requirements in 10 C.F.R.

Part 51, including providing the required notices, conducting scoping, preparing a draft EIS and

soliciting agency and public comments, and resolving those comments. Id. at 8-11. In addition,

the FEIS addresses the topics required by the applicable provisions of Part 51. Id. at 13-14.

2. NEPA Baseline Issue 2

With regard to NEPA Baseline Issue 2, "[t]he Board must independently consider the

final balance among the conflicting factors contained in the record of the proceeding and must

determine the appropriate action to be taken." Order at Attachment A.

With respect to this issue, Mr. Smith, Ms. Patterson and Mr. Cudworth testify that, based

on the ER and FEIS, at this point in time the balance among conflicting factors supports issuing

the ESP. Environmental Testimony at 14. As those witnesses point out, however, a final cost-

benefit analysis camiot be performed until the COL application stage, at which time the NRC
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will review the benefits of constructing a new reactor. Id. This testimony is consistent with the

Commission's view that, because at the ESP stage "the environmental report will lack ... an

assessment [of the benefits of the ESP], neither the NRC Staff nor the Licensing Boards can

conduct the 'weighing' in its EIS ordinarily required under NEPA." CLI-05-17, 62 N.R.C. at 47

(footnote omitted). Rather, according to the Commission, the cost-benefit analysis is

"postpone[d] ... until the next (combined operating license) phase of licensing." Id. At that time

"the NRC Staff and ESP applicants will have much more cost-benefit information to provide

reviewing licensing boards." Id. (footnote omitted). Accordingly, the ESP and the FEIS

demonstrate that the Staff has adequately considered the balance among conflicting factors to the

extent required at the ESP stage.

3. NEPA Baseline Issue 3

With respect to NEPA Baseline Issue 3, "[tlhe Board must determine, after considering

reasonable alternatives, whether the ESP should be issued, denied, or appropriately conditioned

to protect enviromnental values." Order at Attachment A.

The NRC analyzed alternative sites to the North Anna Power Station (FEIS Chapters 8

and 9) and concluded that no other site was obviously superior. FEIS Section 9.3. The NRC

also analyzed the no action alternative, finding the environmental impacts of the proposed action

and no action to be similar. FEIS Section 8.1. In addition, the NRC analyzed alternatives to

Dominion's proposed combination wet and dry cooling water system, but found Dominion's

system to be preferable. FEIS Section 8.2. Finally, the NRC has proposed four environmental

conditions for the ESP. FEIS Table J-4 of Appendix J. As Mr. Smith, Ms. Patterson and Mr.

Cudworth testify, imposition of those conditions and the FEIS's analysis of alternatives support

issuing the ESP for the site in question. Environmental Testimony at 15.
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For these reasons, Dominion has satisfied each of the three "NEPA Baseline Issues" set

forth in Attachment A. Furthermore, as the above discussion of each Baseline Issue

demonstrates, the Staff has indeed taken a "hard look" at the potential environmental impacts of

granting the ESP, as required by NEPA. The Staff conducted a detailed review of the ER, issued

numerous RAIs, satisfied procedural requirements regarding outside consultations, solicited

comments, and prepared an FEIS that complies with all requirements set forth in subpart A of 10

C.F.R. Part 51. Accordingly, the record is sufficient to satisfy the general NEPA Issue set forth

in Attachment A, because it demonstrates that the Staffs NEPA review was adequate.

Lillian M. Cuoco
Senior Counsel
Dominion Resources Services, Inc.
Rope Ferry Road
Waterford, CT 06385
Tel. (860) 444-5316

Respectfully submitted,

David R. Lewis
Robert B. Haemer
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN LLP
2300 N. Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037-1128
Tel. (202) 663-8474

Counsel for Dominion Nuclear North Anna, LLC

Dated April 10, 2007
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of )
)DOMINION NUCLEAR NORTH ANNA, LLC )
)

Docket No. 52-008

(Early Site Permit for North Anna ESP Site) ) ASLBP No. 04-822-02-ESP

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of(l) "Dominion's Pre-hearing Statement," dated April 10,
2007; (2) Dominion's Pre-Filed Testimony of Marvin L. Smith, Stephen D. Routh, Dr. William
R. Lettis, Dr. Robin K. McGuire, and Dr. John R. Davie on Safety Matters (including attached
Statements of Qualifications and Declarations of each witness); (3) Dominion's Pre-Filed
Testimony of Marvin L. Smith, Karen K. Patterson, and Jon A. Cudworth on Environmental
Matters (including attached Statements of Qualifications and Declarations of each witness); (4)
Dominion's Witness List on Topics in Section II.D of March 20, 2007 Order; (5) Dominion's
Response to Questions in the Licensing Board's March 20, 2007 Order," dated April 10, 2007;
(6) a CD containing the North Anna Early Site Permit Application, Rev. 9 (Sept. 2006); and (7)
accompanying cover letter were served on the persons listed below by deposit in the U.S. mail,
first class, postage prepaid, or with respect to Judge Elleman by overnight mail, this 1 0 th day of
April, 2007. In addition, where indicated by an asterisk, copies of these documents, other than
the CD, were served by electronic mail, this same date.

*Administrative Judge
Alex S. Karlin, Chair
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Mail Stop T-3 F23
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001
ASK2@nrc.gov

*Administrative Judge
Dr. Richard F. Cole
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Mail Stop T-3 F23
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001
RFC 1 @mnrc. gov

*Administrative Judge
Dr. Thomas S. Elleman
5207 Creedmoor Road
Raleigh, NC 27612:
TSE Anrc.gov
elleman(aeos.ncsu.edu

*Secretary
Att'n: Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff
Mail Stop 0- 16 C l
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001
secygnrc.gov, hearingdocket@nrc.gov
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Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Mail Stop T-3 F23
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

*Robert M. Weisman, Esq.
*Brooke D. Poole, Esq
*Patrick A. Moulding, Esq.

Office of the General Counsel
Mail Stop 0-15 D21
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001
n-nw~nrc.gov; bpd@nrc.gov; pam3 @nrc.gov

Office of Commission Appellate Adjudication
Mail Stop 0-16 Cl
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

*Marcia Carpentier, Esq.

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Mail Stop: T-3F23
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001
MXC7@nrc.gov

David R. Lewis
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Pillsbury
Winthrop
Shaw
Pittman..,

2300 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037-1128

DAVID R. LEWIS
202-663-8474
david.lewis@pillsburylaw.corn

Tel 202.663.8000
Fax 202.663.8007
www.pillsburylaw.coin

April 10, 2007

Administrative Judge
Alex S. Karlin, Esq., Chair
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Mail Stop T-3 F23
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Administrative Judge
Dr. Richard F. Cole
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Mail Stop T-3 F23
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Administrative Judge
Dr. Thomas S. Elleman
5207 Creedmoor Road
Raleigh, NC 27612

In the Matter of
Dominion Nuclear North Anna, LLC

(Early Site Permit for North Anna ESP Site)
Docket No. 52-008; ASLBP No. 04-822-02-ESP

Gentlemen:

Attached, please find the following documents filed by Dominion Nuclear North Ar.na

LLC today, as required by your March 20, 2007 Order in this proceeding:

Dominion's Pre-Hearing Statement;

Dominion's Pre-Filed Testimony of Marvin L. Smith, Stephen D. Routh, Dr. William R.
Lettis, Dr. Robin K. McGuire, and Dr. John R. Davie on Safety Matters (including
attached Statements of Qualifications and Declarations of each witness);

Dominion's Pre-Filed Testimony of Marvin L. Smith, Karen K. Patterson, and Jon A.
Cudworth on Envirornmental Matters (including attached Statements of Qualifications
and Declarations of each witness);

Dominion's Witness List on Topics in Section II.D of March 20, 2007 Order; and

Dominion's Response to Questions in the Licensing Board's March 20, 2007 Order.
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April 10, 2007
Page 2

In addition, Dominion is pre-filing the North Anna Early Site Permit Application,

Revision 9 (September 2006) as an exhibit upon which Dominion intends to rely in support of its

prefiled testimony and positions. For the convenience of the Board and parties, a CD containing

this document is attached, and four paper copies are being delivered separately to the Board.

Finally, in accordance with paragraph III.A.5 of the Order, an electronic copy of

Dominion's Exhibit List is being provided by email to the Board's law clerk.

Sincerely,

David R. Lewis
Counsel for Dominion Nuclear North Anna, LLC

Enclosures
cc: Service List
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