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From: Thomas Fredrichs
To: john.price2@unistarnuclear.com
Date: 02/20/2008 3:20:36 PM
Subject: Information Needs for Calvert Cliffs

John,

Information Needs for the Calvert Cliffs COL Environmental Review
March 2008

Attached is a list of information needs that the staff will address during its site audit March 17 - 20, 2008.
In some cases, copies may be needed for inclusion on the docket.

In addition to the attached. list, several general comments about the staff's information needs may be
useful to pass on to your staff:

* References. The environmental report (ER) contains statements presenting data and facts that are not
supported by citations or data. Based on observations during the pre-assessment visit in June 2007, it
appears that supporting documentation has been prepared. However, it is not referenced or otherwise
provided in a releasable form. In order for the staff to rely on the data and facts presented in the ER, the
data and facts need to be supported by adequate citations to the underlying source.

- Basis for Impacts. The ER describes impacts (e.g., to estuarine systems) by stating that the potential
impacts of Unit 3 will be much smaller than those for Units 1 & 2, with no supporting information
presented. Unit 3 may exert small impacts relative to Units 1 & 2, but those need to be considered more
carefully in an overall evaluation of cumulative effects. It is not sufficient to say that because the relative
effects of the new unit should be small, there will be no overall effect of all three units on the system. The
impact of adding several small effects should be considered.

- Relying on Permits. Most of the construction impacts and operational conditions and analyses are tied
to "the permitting process." As one example, the ER states the sedimentation basin will be designed to
meet NPDES permitting process, but insufficient information is provided regarding whether there is an
impact, other than to say the design would meet the permitting process. NRC's environmental review
needs descriptions and data, as relevant, stating the design conditions and parameters. Another example
is with water discharges. Stating that these discharges will meet permitted releases not sufficient to
determine actual impact. NRC needs information stating how much of which elements are expected in
the discharges so that a determination of impacts can be made separate from the regulatory release
limits.

- Mitigating Impacts. In some cases (e.g., Sections 4.4.1.2 and 4.4.1.3) the reliance on the permitting
process appears to lead to minimizing the description of actions taken to mitigate impacts. More detail is
needed of types of measures and actions that will be taken to maintain impacts within regulatory limits.

- Possible Commitments. In other cases, (e.g., Section 4.4.1.3, third paragraph quoted below) the ER
appears to commit the applicant to a number of things:

"For example, a dust control program will be incorporated into the Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan. A routine vehicle and equipment inspection and maintenance program will be established to
minimize air pollution emissions. Emissions will be monitored in locations where air emissions could
exceed limits (e.g., the concrete batch plant)."

Does the applicant intend to make a commitment to implement the programs it describes in the ER?

- Qualitative Costs. The ER provides the basic structure of the benefits and costs, but some values have
not been finalized and/or are qualitative. It would also be useful to identify/separate the benefits and costs
by direct (that the applicant incurs) and indirect (for example, costs incurred by other entities for roads,
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schools, police, etc, and benefits such as employment, income, and taxes).

- Chapter 7, Accidents. In some instances, Chapter 7 departs from regulatory guidance for evaluation of
the impacts of accidents. The staff will examine the justification for those differences from regulatory
guidance.

Thanks,

Thomas L. Fredrichs
Sr. Project Manager
Division of Site Environmental Review
Office of New Reactors
USNRC

Phone: (301) 415-5971

CCO: I Calvert Cliffs NRC Reviewers; maryann.parkhurst@pnl.gov
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February 20, 2008
Calvert Cliffs COL - ESRP-Based Information Needs for Drafting EIS

Follow-up /Will

ER Information Needed (including literature May need Need
Item Section citation and data analysis summary) Resolved RAI RAI

1 1.1 Section 9.2.3.3.1 states that CCNPP Unit 3 will operate as a baseload, merchant independent power producer. Do
CCNPP Units 1 and 2 operate in a similar manner?

2 1.2.3 Section 1.2.3 of the ER states that the net electrical output of proposed Unit 3 would be 1562 MWe. Section 9.2.2
of the ER refers to an installed capacity of 1600 MWe for Unit 3. Are these MWe numbers consistent?

3 2.2.1 Identify the closest Tribal lands to the CCNPP site.

4 2.3.1 Provide information on circulation patterns and velocity vectors in the vicinity of the proposed discharge outfall.
Thermal discharge and spatial extent discussed in Section 5.3.2 pages 5.3-(8-10), Tables 5.3.2-(1-4), Fig 5.3.2-1.

5 2.3.1 Soil textural classification (%sand, %silt, %clay) and bulk density are missing. In Table 2.3.1-19, define the
meaning of "Natural Moisture" (total porosity, moisture content, field capacity, or wilting point by volume or weight,
etc.) and "Moisture Unit Weight" (e.g., moisture content per unit dry weight of soil, moisture content per unit wet
weight of soil, etc.). Define PCF with actual units (e.g., lbs/ft3). The definition of Moisture Unit Weight is critical
because it is used to define void ratio, porosity, and effective porosity. Finally, where did the 0.8 come from when
defining the effective porosity?

6 2.3.2 and Provide a water use diagram during pre-construction and construction periods.
3.3.1

7 2.32 and Maximum Chesapeake Bay withdrawal is 43,480 gpm (97 cfs) (Table 3.3-1). Confirm that there is an error in Fig.
3.31 3.3-1, which reports 37,778 gpm.

Maximum effluent discharge to Chesapeake Bay is 23,228 gpm (51.8 cfs) (Figure 3.3-1). Confirm that there is an
error in Section 3.4.2.2 page 3.4-6, which conflicts with Fig 3.3-1 and Table 3.3-1. 19,437 should be 19,426; 17,366
should be 17,355, and 23,204 should be 23,228. What about 17,633 in Section 3.5.2.2 page 3.5-8?

Table 3.3-1. Confirm the error in Fig 3.3-1, which reports 37,778 gpm, or provide an explanation.

Page 3.3-1 notes 4.1 E7 gal/mo, which equals 935 gpm, not 3040 gpm. Confirm the error, or provide an
explanation.

8 2.4.1 Need citable references/data for field studies conducted in support of Unit 3 construction and operation

9 All Citable references need to support facts presented.
Aquatic
Sections

10 Figs as Cannot read legends. Please provide legend information for the following figures: Figs 2.4-1, Fig 3.2.1-(26, 27, 37,

shown 40, 42-45, 47-50, 52-55); Fig 3.2.2-(1-3, 12, 13)

11 Fig. 2.4-2 The key appears to be mislabeled as Assessment Area Xi, as opposed to IX. Is this correct?

I
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Follow-up IWill
ER Information Needed (including literature May need Need

Item Section citation and data analysis summary) Resolved RAI RAI

12 2.4.2 Essential Fish Habitat analysis needs to be done.

13 2.4.2 Increased runoff and sediment loading to existing waterways (e.g., wetlands and creeks) during maximum
precipitation events during construction may have impacts to natural resources, although this should be regulated
by the permitting process. Provide an analysis to describe the impacts.

14 2.4.2.1 Provide complete survey data of aquatic habitats, not just major category summaries; include seasonal data.

15 2.4.2.1 Describe freshwater tributaries on site (Branches 1 & 2) that will or may (Woodland Branch) be affected.

16 2. 4.2.1/2 Provide complete life cycle information for all important aquatic species, including "Ecologically important' species.
Also is Humped Bladderwort in area?

17 2.4.2.2.6 Information about pests and diseases; thermophilic bacteria.

18 2.5 Needs citation/sources by individual tables and figures, as well as text where. assertions and statistical statements
are made.

19 2.5.2.2 Information relating to the area's political structure is high level and general. Need elaboration on political structure,
tax districts, and local and regional administrative organizations that may be directly affected by CCNP construction
and operation for reference by the subsequent construction and operating sections. Provide the baseline tourist
economy for later impact analysis.

20 2.5.2.8 Need elaboration of relevant/applicable state, county, and city plans to address growth, housing, and land use
changes with numbers/data if possible. If not available, say so.

21 2.5.3, Provide copies of all consultation letters with SHPO and copies of all consultation letters with Tribes and interested
4.1.3, parties.

51.3 Describe the process to identify Tribes and interested parties regarding cultural resources.

Describe the cultural background (prehistoric and historic) at the Calvert Cliffs site to put the historical properties in
context.

Identify status and results of the phase 11 investigations.

Provide copy of cultural resource survey reports.

Provide copy of procedures that identify measures to be taken if cultural or historic resources are inadvertently
discovered during construction.

What measures for avoidance, minimization, or mitigation of any adverse effects have been identified?

Explain how the impacts to historic properties are determined to be "moderate."

2
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Calvert Cliffs COL - ESRP-Based Information Needs for Drafting EIS

Follow-up I Will
ER Information Needed (including literature May need Need

Item Section citation and data analysis summary) Resolved RAI RAI

22 2.5.3, In light of the recent LWA Rule, if Constellation/UniStar will be conducting preconstruction activities and/or applying
4.1.3, for a LWA, explain the impacts to cultural resources from regulated construction activities and then from non-
5.1.3 regulated construction activities.

Describe the cumulative impacts to cultural resources and the process for making the determination.

Pre- and post-construction aerial photographs, if available.

Explain how cultural resources were considered in the site selection process.

Explain the cultural background and known cultural resources at the alternative site locations at a reconnaissance
level.

Explain the status of the parallel Maryland state review process concerning cultural resources at Calvert Cliffs.

23 2.5.2.9.2. Explain the difference in amount of treated water provided and sewage treatment throughput for Calvert County.
1

24 2.5.2.9.6. Describe St. Mary's Hospital capabilities to respond to an emergency, services provided, agreements with the
2 applicant, and reciprocity agreements with other hospitals.

25 2.5.4 Provide comments from organizations linked-to/representing vulnerable low income or minority communities located

near the proposed site. If there are none, say so.

26 2.5.4.5 EJ subsistence discussion needs more extensive citation.

27 2.5.6 Good description of public and private recreational facilities, but need information on use level and/or availability of
information.

28 2.7 When data from other sites are used to characterize the Calvert Cliffs site, discuss why the data are representative.

29 Table 2.7- Clarify'table. What X/Q values-were used? What value was used for 0 to 8 hr?
115

30 2.7.2 List all PSD Class I areas within 100 mi of the Calvert Cliffs. site.

31 2.7.3.1 What is the probability of a tornado striking the site?

32 2.7.6; 7.1 Discuss estimation of site-specific short-term dispersion factors. 2.7.6 refers to 7.1; 7.1 refers to 2.7.

33 2.7.6 Describe what model options were used, not what options exist.

34 2.7.6 Provide EAB and LPZ boundaries.

35 3.4.1 Table 1.3-1 presents the necessary Federal, State, and local permits. Discuss the status of the NPDES permit and
316(a) and (b).

3
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Follow-up Will
ER Information Needed (including literature May need . Need

Item Section citation and data analysis summary) Resolved RAI RAI

36 3.4.2 Provide detailed discussion or figures on the bathymetry of the discharge, although a general bathymetry figure is
provided in Fig. 2.3.1-27. Provide the relationship of the discharge location to the thalwag and water surface depth.

37 3.4.2 Provide a discussion of the impacts of deicing (Section 3.4.1.3.2), as there is a potential issue with icing in the past
(page 3.4.-3). Fig. 3.4-(4-5) hard to read fine print, so please clarify. Dredging may be required to maintain the
channel invert elevation for the intake, so provide a discussion associated with this potential impact.

38 3.5 Provide principle.release points and relative location of receptors.

39 3.6.1 Table 3.6-1 presents treatment system processing chemicals, but does not present the chemicals in the treatment
system that these processing chemicals are being used to treat. What are the chemical levels anticipated in the
liquid waste streams for CWS, ESWS, etc.?

40 3.6.1 Given some perceived potential inconsistencies in the report, provide the discharge rates associated with the waste

streams or refer to figures and tables such as Figure 3.3-1 and Table 3.3-1.

41 3.6.2 Provide procedures for offsite disposal of sanitary waste.

42 3.6.2 Figure 3.3-1 and Table 3.3-1 report 20 gpd from the Waste Water Treatment Plant for normal operations. Section
3.6.2 page 3.6-2 reports 19,500 gpd during construction activities. Page 3.6-2 and Table 3.6-3 suggest 19,500 gpd
during normal operations. This perceived inconsistency needs to be clarified.

[Table referencing appears out of order. Table 3.6-7 comes before Table 3.6-2]

43 3.6.3 Provide applicable Federal, and State atmospheric emission standards.

44 4.1.1 What is the status of the consistency determination for the proposed project by the Maryland Department of the
Environment under the Coastal Zone Management Act?

45 4.1.1 What is the status of approval by the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission for the proposed project?

46 4.1.1 Does Constellation/Unistar plan to conduct any preconstruction activities for Unit 3 that do not require NRC
authorization? (LWA rule, ESRP 4.1.1)

47 4.1.1 Does Constellation/Unistar plan to submit an application to NRC for a limited work authorization? (LWA rule)

48 4.2.1 The Surficial Aquifer is primarily tapped by irrigation wells and some old farm and domestic wells. Not widely used
as a potable water supply (pp. 4.2-2, 2.3-36). How is removing a good portion of the Surficial Aquifer going to
impact the water resources and water availability to the irrigation wells and old farm domestic wells? Bio-retention
ditches are designed to allow for runoff to infiltrate. Recharge areas for the Surficial Aquifer will shift, slightly, and
the amount of recharge may increase. What is the shift, and how much more infiltration is anticipated? This will be
controlled by NPDES permits. (pp. 4.2-7). How will this increased infiltration impact on St. Johns Creek and the
wetlands?

4
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Calvert Cliffs COL - ESRP-Based Information Needs for Drafting EIS

Follow-up / Will
ER Information Needed (including literature May need Need

Item Section citation and data analysis summary) Resolved RAI RAI

49 4.2.1.1 Section 4.2.1.1 notes that streams are typically fed by springs and seeps. The Surficial aquifer is replenished by
precipitation-generated infiltration {Section 2.3.1.2.2.1, pg 2.3-13}. Provide an analysis of how construction
activities, associated with the diversion of runoff, will impact streams and wetlands, other than noting that a State
discharge permit will protect the natural resources. (page 4.2-(1-2); 4.2.1.4 page 4.2-5; 4.2.1.5 page 4.2-6)

50 4.2.1.5 Wetlands are described as the reason for a MODERATE surface water impact; yet no wetlands analysis is provided
to justify the impact on the wetlands or this conclusion. page 4.2-6

51 4.2.2 A quantitative analysis assessing dredging activities around the new intake and discharge structures has not been
addressed, although this is to be covered by the permitting process. Likewise, construction activities associated
with road construction, laydown areas, sedimentation basins, etc. are also to be covered by the permitting process.
Provide these analyses.

Bio-retention ditches are designed to allow for runoff to infiltrate. Recharge areas for the Surficial Aquifer will shift
slightly, and the amount of recharge may increase. What is the shift, and how much more infiltration is anticipated?
This will be controlled by NPDES permits. (pp. 4.2-7). How will this increased infiltration impact St. Johns Creek and
the wetlands?

52 4.2.2 Construction of Unit 3 will take approximately 68 months. During years 1 through 4, the "water for construction will
be supplied from existing CCNPP Units 1 and 2 groundwater production wells and from offsite sources as required."-
The desalinization plant would supply water needs for years 5 and 6. Groundwater appropriations (permits) allow
for 450,000 gpd with a limit of 865,000 gpd. Current average use by Units 1 and 2 is 387,000 gpd. Unit 3 average
water demands will be 360,000 gpd [supplied by the Aqui Aquifer (pp 4.2-12)] with a peak demand of 1,728,000
god. Subtracting the current average (387,000 gpd) use from the permitted appropriation (450,000 gpd) and
factoring in the needs for Unit 3 (360,000 gpd) leaves an average short-fall of 297,000 gpd (450,000 - 387,000 -
360,000). Because no information was provided, if one assumes that the current limits for Units 1 and 2 are equal
to or less than the permitted appropriation (865,000 gpd) and factoring in the peak needs of Unit 3 (1,728000 gpd),
then the peak water shortfall for Unit 3 will be less than 1,728000 gpd. It is noted that the desalinization plant would
provide up to 1,750,000 gpd, but this would be for years 5 and 6. For construction years 1 through'4, it is unclear 1)
where all the water needs for Unit3 will be coming from, 2) what impacts permitted pumping rates will have on the
aquifer supplying the water, if the pumpage is held to the current permitted limits, 3) how permitted pumping rates
will impact water resources and other users of the water in the same aquifer, and 4) exactly how the water needs will
be met.

53 4.2.2 It is noted that impacts to groundwaters are "SMALL." Under the construction phase, the final elevations associated
with the switch yard, turbine building, and reactor area will be -85 ft, (Pg 4.2-13). Figures 2.3.1-(38-39) indicate that
most of the yadose zone (and hence recharge surficial area) would be removed. The Surficial Aquifer water table
sits near the 78- to 85-ft level [Fig 2.3.1-(42-45)]. To what degree could removal of a good portion of the Surficial
Aquifers vadose zone, coupled with increased impervious zones, vegetation removal, etc.,impact recharge to the
wetlands and other water resources?

5
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Calvert Cliffs COL - ESRP-Based Information Needs for Drafting EIS

Follow-up / Will
ER Information Needed (including literature May need Need

Item Section citation and data analysis summary) Resolved RAI RAI

54 4.2.2 It is generally alluded to that the actual calculations assessing the impacts of proposed construction activities will be
addressed in construction permits. For example, pg 4.2-10 notes that a quantitative calculation and evaluation of
the construction effluents and runoff will be done as part of the state construction permit process. Provide
quantitative impacts associated with surface water (e.g., bio-retention and storm water basins, dewatering, effluent
discharges, wetland impacts, increased runoff volume and velocity, etc.) and groundwater (e.g., Surficial Aquifer
recharge, local irrigation wells, salt-water intrusion, subsidence, etc.) alterations.

55 4.2.2 Impacts to surface water quality downstream of the construction site is deemed "SMALL" due to BMPs (pg 4.2-14).
Provide a quantitative analysis to identify when SMALL becomes MODERATE.

56 4.3.1.3 Need to know total wetland area within each assessment area.

57, 4.3.2 Identify potential downstream (i.e., offsite) impacts of plant installation; include potential ecological impacts of
organic debris addition (mentioned in Section 4.2.2.7) to streams on site and downstream.

*58 4.3.2 Provide more information about dredging and discharge pipeline installation.

59 4.3.2 Describe impacts of the use of larger vessels; pipeline installation methods.

60 4.3.2 Describe specific dredging methods; pipeline installation methods.

61 4.3.2 Describe design conditions and parameters for pipeline installation.

62 4.3.2 Describe potential impacts associated with pile driving.

63 4.3.2 The ER describes the dredging as occurring within the dedicated intake area. This does not seem correct as the
barge area is SE of the intake area. Please confirm.

64 4.3.2 Provide data on expected chemical concentrations in sediments to be dredged.

65 4.3.2 Provide documentation for the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and the Spill Prevention, Control and
Countermeasure Program.

66 4.4.1.1 Needs more information and reference to the baseline on the distribution and the quality of buildings, roads, and
recreational facilities to describe construction impacts.

67 4.4.1.2 List state noise limits. List state limits on pile-driving activities.

68 4.4.1.2 Provide applicable federal and/or state noise and dust/particulate standards and relate impacts to these standards.
and

4.4.1.3

69 4.4.1.2 Provide more detail on types of measures/actions that will be taken to maintain impacts within "regulatory limits."
and

4.4.1.3

6
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I T Follow-up IWill
ER Information Needed (including literature May need Need

Item Section citation and data analysis summary) Resolved RAI RAI

70 4.4.1.3 Provide additional information needed regarding mitigation program (3rd paragraph).

71 4.4.1.5 Needs more complete statement of plans to supplement public facilities and services to support expansion during
construction.

.72 4.4.1.5 Need to bring in more quantitative basis of traffic flow, capacity, and impacts that led to conclusion and the
anticipated reduction due to the mitigation measures presented. It would be useful to relate Tables 4.4.1 (noise)
and 4.4.2 (traffic) to baseline to show the anticipated impact.

73 4.4.1.5 Resolve apparent contradiction of this section to, statements in Section 4.4.2.9 regarding traffic impacts.

74 4.4.2.3 The discussion assumes a family size of 2.6 (including the in-migrating worker). Most analyses assume 2.6
ADDITIONAL family members. Why the difference?

75 4.4.2.3 The discussion of additional worker impacts does not include outage workers for 1 &2, operations workers on site
during construction for 3&4. What could cumulative impacts be?

76 4.4.2.8 Provide quantification of expected impacts and/or similar construction activities to show levels/numbers of police
calls, EMS calls, fire calls, students, and relate to baseline.

77 4.4.2.9 *Expand the discussion of the following housing effects: upward pressure on all housing prices? Usage of RV parks
and campgrounds? Trailer parks? The potential for "crowding out" of tourist places to stay and the resulting effect on
tourism?

78 4.4.3 Provide expected environmental and socioeconomic effects (impacts, pathways, comparison to the geographic
area) on minority and low income populations. If there are no expected impacts in this category, state this.

79 4.5 Provide copy of offsite dose calculation manual (ODCM) for Units 1 and 2.

80 4.5 Provide last 3 years Radiological Environmental Monitoring Operating Report (REOR) for Units 1 and 2.

81 4.5 Provide last 3 years annual Radiological Effluent Release Report for Units 1 and 2.

82 4.5 and Provide input code information regarding location of and number of construction workers and other details of
4.5.6 collective dose calculations.

83 5.2.1 Although the ER discusses flood mitigation activities, provide an analysis that describes the ramifications of the
designs and what situations would need to occur for the designs to move from a SMALL to a MODERATE problem.
These include flood handling capability of the floodplain, flow and circulation patterns, dredging operations, erosion
subsidence, thermal plume issues, and sediment transport. A universal theme is that these analyses would be part
of the permitting process. The specific analysis is needed for the EIS.

7
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Follow-up Will
ER Information Needed (including literature May need NeedItem Section citation and data analysis summary) Resolved RAI RAI

84 5.2.1 The arithmetic difference (18,386 gpm) between Chesapeake Bay withdrawals (37,778 gpm Table 3.3-1) and the
effluent discharge to the Chesapeake Bay (19,426 gpm Table 3.3-1) does not appear to be equivalent to the CWS &
ESWS Evap and drift (17,354 gpm, 940 gpm, 39 gpm, and 2 gpm), and Fire, portable, sanitary (20 gpm, 3 gpm),
which totals 18,358 gpm.

85 5.2.2 The discharge levels associated with Unit 3 are very small when compared to those associated with Units 1 and 2,
so expected problems from Unit 3 are not anticipated. Provide analyses associated with discharges to the
Chesapeake Bay substantiating negligible impacts, subject to Federal, State, and local permitting processes

86 5.2.2 Units 1 and 2 sampling indicate that there is minimal toxic impacts to organisms (pg 5.3-10). Provide an analysis to
demonstrate how SMALL water quality impacts are. For example, if one performs a very simple calculation using
the numbers provided in the ER, one can come up with crude dimensions needed to dilute the expected Total
Dissolved Solids (TDS) concentrations to the Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level (SMCL). From Table 2.3.1-
14 the average velocity in Chesapeake Bay is 1.7 knots (2.867 ft/s). From Figure 2.3.1-(12-13, 18-19), a lower but
realistic constant temperature thickness is 5 ft. TDS release is 20,000 mg/L (pg 5.2-7) with a discharge rate of
23,227 gpm (pg 5.2-7). The U.S. EPA (SMCL for TDS is 500 mg/L. To dilute the TDS concentration to the SMCL, a
*width of water approximately equal to 144 ft would be required (23227 gpm / 7.48 gal/ft3 / 60 s/min x (20,000/500)/
2.867 fps / 5 ft).

87 5.3 Clean Water Act Section 316(a) regulates the cooling water discharges to protect the health of the aquatic
environment, yet this regulation is not referenced in Table 1.3-1. Explain.

88 5.3 Clean Water Act Section 316(b) regulates cooling water intake structures to minimize environmental impacts
associated with location, design, construction, and capacity of those structures, yet this regulation is not referenced
in Table 1.3-1. Explain.

89 5.3.1.1 Discussion on the intake impacts is presented. Provide an analysis of the impacts associated with dredging.

90 5.3.1.2 Provide quantitative data on characteristics of the water in the retention basin.

91 5.3.1.2 What are the references for the impingement survival studies mentioned on page 5.3-4?

92 5.3.1.2 Provide detailed data on Impingement and entrainment so that amount attributable to Unit 3 can be estimated.

93 5.3.1.2 Estimate actual aquatic losses expected from Unit 3.

94 5.3.2.2 Provide information about the expected concentrations to be discharged into Chesapeake Bay.

95 5.3.2.2 Provide the approximate size of the expected scour area. Also provide information about the soft-bottom community
that will be lost and the hard-bottom one that will replace it.

96 5.3.2.2 Need impacts of scour; trophic impacts of community change.

97 5.3.2.2 Provide relative abundance of important species in the discharge zone.
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98 5.3.2.2 Provide potential impacts to plankton, listed as an important "species."

99 5.3.3.1.1 Provide additional justification for dismissing ESWS cooling tower impacts: Are the impacts important on site?

100 5.3.3.1.2 Provide information on the distribution of plume lengths and heights.

101 5.3.3.1.4 Justify using BWI meteorological data to represent Calvert Cliffs rather than data from Patuxent River Naval Air
Station.

102 5.3.3.1.6 The section does not include sufficient information on land use in the vicinity of the plant to draw the conclusion in
the last sentence. Complete the logic chain.

103 5.3.3.1.7 What is the rationale for suggesting that the impacts of cooling tower impacts at Calvert Cliffs would be similar to
those at Chalk Point and Hope Creek, given the differences in release heights. Does the statement that there have
been no impacts at the two sites mean that there have been monitoring programs and no impacts observed, or that
no impacts have been observed because there have been no monitoring programs?

104 5.4 Provide input and out files for LADTAP, GASPARII.

105 5.4.1 Provide data on transit time of liquid effluent to receptors.

106 5.4.1.1 Provide data on mixing ratio/Dilution factors for liquid effluent.

107 5.4.1.3 Provide process used to determine occupational doses would be minimal.

108 5.4.2 The data on collective population doses, population distribution and meteorological dispersion (X/Q or D/Q) are
currently insufficient to reconstruct calculations. Provide remaining data.

109 5.4.2 Provide input decks for code of meteorological joint frequency data.

110 5.4.3 State how were collective population doses determined.

111 5.4.3 What are natural radiation sources at the location of the site? (This should be in the REMP.)

112 5.5.1 Identify the Chesapeake Bay water-quality release criteria for domestic, industrial and agricultural uses.

113 5.5.2 Identify disposal plans for mixed waste (e.g., to a permitted mixed-waste disposal facility, shipment to treatment
facility, or storage onsite).

114 5.6.2 Support the contention that potential impacts to freshwater habitats and species from increased temperatures from

reduced shade cover and runoff of defoliants and herbicides related to transmission lines will be "minor."

115 5.6.2 Identify specific water bodies that may be affected by transmission lines.

116 5.7 Are there any features of Unit 3 that could result in environmental impacts substantially different from those
described by NRC for model LWRs?

9
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117 5.8 Identify the socioeconomic impacts of transmission line operations.

118 5.8.1.4 Provide additional information needed regarding mitigation programs (4 thparagraph).

119 5.8.1.5 In 5.3.3.1 .x, there is no discussion of plume persistence; provide the basis for the statement that the directions
_________change frequently (last paragraph).

120 5.8.1.6 Provide applicable Federal and/or State standards.

121 5.8.1.7 With the exception of drift eliminators, proposed mitigation methods are not discussed - only statements that permit
requirements and standards will be complied with, but not the options or specifically how they will be complied with.

122 5.8.2 Provide quantification of estimated impacts and/or similar construction activities to show levels/numbers of police
calls, EMS calls, fire calls, etc. relative to baseline.

123 5.8.2 Provide a statement on plans to help transition public facilities from construction to operation and agencies
responsible for this adjustment. The discussion of indirect jobs in the entire section is unclear. What is the number
of indirect jobs? How many will be taken by local residents versus in-migrating family members? Check the chapter
for consistency in discussion.

124 5.8.2 Need to more clearly state estimated income and tax revenue related to baseline.

125 5.8.2.2 Define 'direct" and "indirect household" and explain the use of the concepts in the analysis. Describe how direct
and indirect employees and residents relate to the concepts of direct and in direct households.

126 Table Table 5.8.2-1 indicates 2.6 additional family members per in-migrating worker, which is in conflict with most other
5.8.2-1 analyses of socioeconomic impacts (but matches your assumption in Chapter 2). Clarify. Define "indirect workforce"

and 'unmet indirect jobs." Does the analysis assume a second round of in-migration? If yes, explain basis for
assuming the second round.

127 Table What is the basis for assuming indirect jobs will be filled by the spouses of in-migrating workers?
5.8.2-1

128 5.8.2.4.2 Revenue generating property is typically valued by its revenue, not its depreciated construction cost. Confirm your
assumptions are correct and provide references.

129 5.8.2.7.2 The 408 new households discussed appears to be in conflict with 5.8.2.3. Resolve and explain.

130 5.8.3 Provide sections/statements on environmental and socioeconomic effects on minority and low income populations -
impacts, pathways, comparison to the geographic area. If there are no expected impacts in this category, state this.
Provide analytical maps of the roads in the ROI and an overlay map of roads and the minority / low-income census

tracts.
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131 5.8.13 Relate noise and emissions to baseline to show impacts.
and

5.8.14

132 6.1 Provide a map of the bathymetry of water body before and after construction activities.

Only one thermal monitoring station is proposed, at the Unit 3 discharge structure outfall. Is the monitoring
equipment similar to Units 1 and 2?

133 6.2 Sample program data are presented without justification of data selection, e.g., sample sites, frequency, sample
sizes, measuring durations. Please provide references for same.

134 6.3 Section 6.3 page 6.3-1 notes that biological monitoring stations are discussed in Section 6.1, but no discussion is
presented. Please provide.

135 6.3 It is stated that on-site construction monitoring will be part of the NPDES permitting process. Also, Chesapeake Bay
monitoring will be at the intake and discharge structures and part of the ACOE 401 permit process (Section 1.3) to
ensure compliance with applicable water quality and sediment transport requirements. Provide a description of the
monitoring stations.

136 6.3 AlthoUgh revisions to the observation well network during construction will be implemented to ensure that the
resulting changes in the local groundwater regime will be tracked (pg 6.6-3and 5), provide information on the well
monitoring network during construction.

137 6.3 Hydrological monitoring during operation will be designed, as needed, but a monitoring plan has not been
developed (pg 6.3-5). Provide a monitoring plan.

138 6.4; What is the rationale for not including meteorological and climatological data from Patuxent River Naval AirStation?
6.4.2.5

139 6.4.2.3 Is the temperature difference measured or calculated from the temperature measurements? If it is calculated, how

is the required accuracy achieved?

140 6.4.2.7 Justify not including a humidity measurement in the pre-operational meteorological monitoring program.

141 6.6 As noted in Section 6.3, surface water monitoring related to construction activities will be part of the permitting
process. Groundwater monitoring will be determined at a later date, but prior to construction activities. Surface
water operational monitoring, including intake and outfall structures and discharge locations, will commence from
first use of Chesapeake Bay water and first discharge, as covered by the permitting process. Provide information
on the chemical monitoring programs.

142 7.1 Are the radionuclide inventories used to generate DBA source terms consistent with the inventories used to
estimate consequences of normal operations?
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143 7.1 Are the distances to the EAB and LPZ from the center of containment or the shortest distance from potential release
points?

144 7.1 (41h paragraph) The EAB boundary of 500 m is not consistent with the EAB boundary shown in Figure 3.1-1. Clarify.

145 Table The table indicates that a single X/Q value was used for all time periods. Please provide a realistic assessment
7.1.5 using the appropriate X/Q values for each of the time periods, or provide a justification for departing from long-

standing NRC guidance on DBA dose calculations.

146 7.1-1 The DBA analysis (and Table 7.1-1) considers DBAs that are listed in NUREGs 0800 and 1555 and Regulatory
Guide 1.183. The DBAs considered in these documents are not based on the US EPR design. Are there any
potential DBAs that might be specific to the US EPR design that are not listed in the NRC guidance?

147 7.1-2 Tables 7.1-2 and 7.1-3 give source coolant source terms in terms of coolant concentrations. Please provide the
source terms in terms of activity (Ci or Bq) released by isotope. Or, alternatively, provide the mass of coolant

(Q7.1-3 released to the environment for each DBA involving coolant releases.
deleted)

148 7.1-4 Footnote c of Table 7.1-5 states that the 96 to 720 hr X/Q ratio was used to calculate the dose contribution in each
of the 4 periods. Please justify the use of this single ratio rather than the appropriate ratio for each time period.

149 7.1-5 Table 7.1-6, Steam System Piping Failure. Justify using the 0 to 9 hr time period for the LPZ dose calculation.
What is the justification for using the 8 to 24 hr X/Q ratio for the 0 to 9 hr period? Please provide LPZ dose
increments for the 0 to 8 and 8 to 24 hr time periods. Please provide isotopic source terms for each period. Please
discuss the relevance of the last 2 sections of this table to the ER. Are they DBAs or severe accidents?

150 7.1-6 Table 7.1-7. Feedwater System Line Break. Please discuss the relevance of the 1", 4 i, and 5ti sections of the
table. Justify using the 0 to 2 hr X/Q ratio for the LPZ for the 0 to 8 hr period.

151 7.1-7 Tables 7.1-8, 7.1-10, 7.1-13. Justify using the 0 to 2 hr X/Q ratio for the LPZ for the 0 to 8 hr period.

152 7.1-8 Table 7.1-9. Failure of Small Lines Carrying Primary Coolant Outside Containment. The doses are for a 2-hr time
period because the X/Qs used to calculate the X/Q ratios are for a 2-hr time period. Why wasn't the 0 to 8h period
used for the LPZ dose calculation?

153 7.1-9 Table 7.1-11. Please provide dose increments for each of the 4 standard time periods for LPZ dose calculations.
Justify using the 96 to 720 hr X/Q ratio for the LPZ for all time periods.

154 7.1-10 Table 7.1-12. LPZ dose should be calculated for the 0 to 8 hr time period.

155 7.1-11 General. Provide isotopic source terms by release period for each accident.

156 7.1-12 General. The X/Q ratios used to calculate doses should be based on the site-specific X/Q for the appropriate period
(0 to 2 hr for the EAB, and 0 to 8, 8 to 24, 24 to 96, and 96 to 720 hr for the LPZ) and the X/Q used in the DCD dose
calculation regardless of period. This may mean the time periods for site-specific X/Q and for DCD X/Q are not the
same. The objective is to remove the DCD X/Q, whether correct or not, and replace it with the appropriate site-
specific X/Q.
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157 7.1-13 General. Please indicate the 2-hr period of maximum release rate for all releases extending beyond 2 hrs.

158 7.2-1 Section 7.2, third paragraph. Please provide a reference to the US EPR PRA and indicate where it can be
reviewed.

159 7.2-2 How do the release categories relate to source terms? Are the source terms for release categories within each end
state the same, or at least consistent?

160 7.2-3 Please provide information on how the site-specific input files to MACCS were created and the sources of
information used to create, update, or modify all files used. Please provide electronic copies of all input and
output files for the MACCS2 runs.

161 7.2-4 What assumptions were made in the MACCS2 analysis related to emergency preparedness and evacuation?

162 7.2-5 Are the meteorological data used in the MACCS2 analysis consistent with the meteorological data used to calculate
X/Q values for routine releases and releases for DBAs? If not, why not? Justify using different meteorological data
sets for different purposes.

163 7.2-6 Page 7.2-2. Are the population distributions used in the MACCS2 analysis consistent with those used in the
socioeconomic sections? If not, why not? Justify using different population distributions for different purposes.
Justify using a larger growth rate than one based on observed data. Justify using a larger population growth rate
than observed in a severe accident analysis that is to be used in an environmental review under NEPA (realistic, not
conservative).

164 7.2-7 Page 7.2-3. 1st sentence, 1st paragraph. What release heights were used for the various event sequences? Were
these heights included in the MACCS2 analyses? Are the prerequisites for an elevated release met for each event
sequence?

165 7.2-8 Page 7.2-3, 2 nd paragraph. Please indicate the contributions to CDF from internal and external initiating events in
addition to providing the total CDF. How were the CDFs from extemal initiating events evaluated? What is the
likelihood that all significant external initiating events have been identified and evaluated without an examination of
the plant as built?

166 7.2-9 Page 7.2-3. Last Sentence, 2 nd paragraph. How are person-rem per year and dollars per year combined?

167 7.2-10 Page 7.2-4. Last sentence, 1 st paragraph. Please provide the basis for the statement that the CDF for the US EPR
is less than the CDFs for the current U.S. nuclear fleet. The truth of the statement is not obvious from the
information presented.

168 7.2-11 Table 7.2-3. What is the definition of Release Category Frequency? What is the source of the Release Cateqory
Frequencies in this table. How do they relate to the CDF. How can a release category that has 0.00 E+00 yr
frequency result in a non-zero risk, if risk = frequency X consequence? Please provide the missing frequencies.
Why is the release category frequency for RC101 =0.0? Shouldn't RC101 be about the same as or larger than any
of the other release category frequencies? Please provide CDF as well as release category frequency?
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169 7.2-12 Section 7.2.2.1. Please provide estimates of the average individual risk of an early fatality for individuals within 1 mi
of the reactor and the average individual risk of latent cancer fatalities for individuals within 10 mi of the reactor.
(See Commission's 1986 Policy Statement, 51 FR 28044. These values can be obtained from MACCS2.)

170 7.2-13 Section 7.2.2.2. Have surface water sources for public water systems within 50 mi of the reactor been identified?
Do the drinking water ingestion doses calculated by the MACCS2 code adequately account for these water
sources?

171 7.2-14a Justify the assertion that the aquatic food ingestion risk is essentially the same as the air pathway dose, given the
estimated uninterdicted aquatic food risk (55 person-Sv Ryr-1) in the GElS Table 5.16 for the current Calvert Cliffs
units. Please provide a quantitative estimate of the risk associated with uninterdicted aquatic food ingestion.
Consider the relative magnitudes of the source terms, the large release core damage frequencies, and any changes
in aquatic food harvest.

172 7.2-i4b Section 7.2.2.2: Please provide water ingestion doses by release category as part of Table 7.2-3.

173 7.2-15 Page 7.2-5. Second paragraph, last sentence. The conclusion in this sentence does not follow from information
contained in the ER. Doses are not a function of CDF. Please provide sufficient information to demonstrate that
risks associated for groundwater releases from a US EPR severe accident would be lower than they are for the
current CCNPP Units 1 and 2.

174 7.2-16 Section 7.2.3. First paragraph. What is the basis for assuming the release fractions listed in Table 7.2-2? Where
is this discussed in detail?

175 7.2-17 Table 7.2-2. Please provide release fractions by isotope or element rather than by chemical compound. The ER
does not contain sufficient information to convert the values in Table 7.2-2 to isotopic or element release fractions
for Cs and Rb. Are the values from Table.7.2-2 used in MACCS2? If so, how are they entered?

176 7.2-18 Section 7.2.3, third paragraph, second sentence. Information presented in the ER so far is not sufficient to support
this conclusion related to risk. If the conclusion is correct, please provide sufficient information to support it.

177 7.2-19 Section 7.2.3, third paragraph, third sentence. Information presented in the ER so far is not sufficient to support this
conclusion related to risk. If the conclusion is correct, please provide sufficient information to support it.

178 7.3-1 Section 7.3.1, third paragraph. Why were cutsets that account for approximately 50% of the CDF not evaluated?
How was the total CDF determined? How many cutsets were there? What is a cutset?

179 7.3-2 Section 7.3.1, fourth paragraph. How does looking at cutsets that contribute only about 50% of the CDF establish
that all possible design alternatives for the US EPR were addressed?

180 7.3-3 Section 7.3.1, page 7.3-2, 5th bullet. Why is "Not required for design certification" an appropriate screening category
for SAMDAs in an environmental report associated with an application for a COL? Shouldn't any SAMDA placed in
this category be re-evaluated for the COL? How can this category be appropriate for CCNPP Unit 3?
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181 7.3-4 Page 7.3-3, second and third lines. What is the basis for the assumption that fire risk is as large as or larger than
seismic risk? If this is only an assumption, what is the basis for claiming that the assumption is conservative?
Might this assumption only be appropriate in some locations?

182 7.3-5 Page 7.3-3, second paragraph. Please explain how the $150,000 minimum implementation cost was determined.
Please explain how implementation costs estimated for retrofit SAMDA are appropriate for use in evaluating a
similar SAMDA on for design that is not complete and has not been built.

183 7.3-6 Section 7.3.3, fourth bullet. Please list and discuss in general terms the SAMDA candidates that were not required
for design certification. The portion of the paragraph starting, "However,..." addresses US EPR features but does
not appear to address the evaluation of these 51 SAMDAcandidates. When and how will they be addressed?

184 7.4 Need information about maximum individual dose estimates for transportation workers, public onlookers, and the
public along the route. Exposure scenarios (that is, dose rates, distances, and exposure times) or alternative
methods and data should be provided so that the -results can be reproduced.

185 7.4 Provide output for TRAGIS code.

186 8.0 Most substantive information was deferred or another "process" was referenced. Provide copies of those
plans/processes that say there is a need and show specifically how the proposal addresses it.

187 8.0 Address current strategies in MD (applicants and others) to establish Demand Side Management strategies to
reduce future demand.

188 8.0 Chapter 8 stresses the Maryland's goal to reduce reliance on imported power. This needs to be reconciled with the
Chapter 9 decision to establish two of the three alternative sites in Upstate New York._

189 8.4 What is the status of the application to the Maryland Public Service Commission for a certificate of pubic
convenience and necessity?

190 8.4 Have there been any significant new developments since submittal of Rev. 0 of the ER relating to need for power?

191 9.2.2 Section 9.2.3.1.1 of the ER states that Maryland is.planning to participate in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative,
which would cap CO 2 emissions from power plants unless the plants obtain emission offsets from qualified CO 2
emission offset projects. What is the current status of this Initiative?

192 9.2.2 The third bullet on p. 9.2-8 of the ER refers to a 1999 DOE study. The study is not in the reference list in section
9.2.5 of the ER. Are there any conclusions from the study that are relevant to the COLA?

193 9.2.2 Provide the (CEC, 2003) reference on p. 9.2-11 of the ER, which is not in the reference list in section 9.2.5 of the
ER.

194 9.2.2 Hypothetically, what would be the best way to transport coal to a new coal generation facility sited at the CCNPP
site?
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195 9.2.2 Where would the nearest source of natural gas be for a hypothetical natural gas-fired powerplant located at the
CCNPP site?

196 9.3 What is the region of interest for the COLA? Section 9.3.1.1 of the ER implies that it is the northeast region of the
U.S. Section 9.2.1.2 of the ER states that the region of interest is Maryland.

197 9.3.1 Explain how cultural resources were considered in the site selection process.

198 9.3 Can a list of the potential sites that were considered be provided? Section 9.3.1.1 of the ER is not clear on what
specific potential sites were considered. Table 9.3-5 in the ER implies that the only potential site considered in
addition to the four candidate sites is a generic greenfield site.

199 9.3 How was the list of potential sites narrowed down to the four candidate sites?

200 9.3 Section 9.3.1.1 of the ER is not clear on what specific potential sites were considered. Provide a list of the potential
sites that were considered. Table 9.3-5 in the ER implies that the only potential site considered in addition to the
four candidate sites is a generic greenfield site.

201 9.3.2 How much additional land would need to be purchased at the Crane site for siting a new nuclear plant? Would
obtaining additional land be a reasonable possibility given that the surrounding land has been designated as a
critical area under the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area statute and that the adjacent land is predominantly wetlands
and is zoned for resource conservation (section 9.3.2.1.1 of the ER)?

202 9.3.2 Does the Crane Generating Station combust oil as well as coal?

203 9.3.2 Section 9.3.3 of the ER states that the Crane Generating Station would have to be dismantled to allow construction
of a new nuclear plant. When is the Crane Generating Station currently scheduled for dismantlement? Section
9.2.1.2 of the ER does not list the Crane Generating Station as slated for retirement.

204. 9.3.2 Page 9.3-2 of the proposed revision of ESRP 9.3 calls for the candidate sites "to be among the best that can be
reasonably found for the siting of a nuclear power plant." Does the Crane site fit within this criterion given that (1)
an existing generating plant would have to be dismantled before a new nuclear plant could be build, and (2) the
additional adjacent land that would be needed to site a new nuclear plant at the Crane site has been designated as
a critical area under the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area statute, is predominantly wetlands, and is zoned for resource
conservation (section 9.3.2.1.1 of the ER)? Moreover, p. 9.3-9 of the proposed revision to ESRP 9.3 states that to
be a candidate site there should be no preemption of or adverse impacts on land specially designated for
environmental, recreational, or other special purposes. Please clarify.

205 9.3.2 Section 9.3.2.2 of the ER states that collocating a new reactor with another reactor is advantageous when
compared to a greenfield or brownfield site because.the new reactor would be able to take advantage of the
infrastructure that serves the existing reactor. Would a new reactor at the Crane brownfield site also be able to take
advantage of existing infrastructure?
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206 9.3.2 Explain the cultural background and known cultural resources at the alternative site locations at a reconnaissance
level.

207 9.3.2.1.3 Provide data on faunal diversity in the tidal creeks at Crane. Is diversity greater there than at Calvert Cliffs?

Crane Provide data to support the contention that aquatic impacts from cooling water intake l&E and thermal effects would
be MODERATE or LARGE when the same discharges would have only SMALL effects at Calvert Cliffs.

208 9.3.2.1.3 Construction impacts on aquatic resources need to be identified-is there dredging required, pipeline installation?

Transmission system effects?

209 9.3.2.1.3 Provide water Impacts for Crane Generation Plant ate missing. The text provided is a repeat of air quality.

210 9.3.2.1.9 Provide census block level populations and key economic aspects of the area need to be identified. This holds for
all discussion of EJ at the alternative sites. Provide consistent years and populations for the comparisons of
populations at the different sites.

211 9.3.2.2.2 Is the existing Nine Mile Point site sufficiently large to accommodate a new nuclear unit?

212 9.3.2.2.2. Provide water Impacts for Nine Mile Point Plant are missing. The text provided is for air quality.
3 NMP

213 9.3.2.2.2. Information about cooling water intake and discharge parameters needed. The extent of the thermal plume. Would
3 nuisance species (zebra mussels) likely be a problem?

214 9.3.2.2.2. Cumulative effects-of adding a new plant to the existing one (and Fitzpatrick)?
3

215 9.3.2.2.2. Construction impacts on aquatic resources need to be better identified-would dredging be required, pipeline
3 installation? Also, transmission system effects?

216 9.3.2.2.3 Is the existing Ginna site sufficiently large to accommodate a new nuclear unit?

217 9.3.2.2.3. Need water Impacts related to Lake Ontario.
3 Ginna

218 9.3.2.2.3. Information about cooling water intake and discharge parameters needed. The extent of the thermal plume? Would
3 nuisance species (zebra mussels) likely be a problem?

219 9.3.2.2.3. Construction impacts on aquatic resources need to be better identified-would dredging be required, pipeline
3 installation? What would the transmission system effects be?

220 9.3.2.2.3. Cumulative effects of adding a new plant to the existing one?
3
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221 9.3.3 9.3.3 states that terrestrial impacts at the Calvert site would be no greater than at the alternative sites. Table 9.3-5
shows that potential terrestrial impacts at the Crane site would be less than at Calvert. Clarify apparent
inconsistency.

222 9.3.3 Table 9.3-5 of the ER states that the greenfield site is a candidate site. Section 9.3.1.2 of the ER states that the use
of a greenfield site is not carried forward as an alternative site and that only the three existing nuclear sites plus the
Crane site were considered as candidate sites. How should these statements be reconciled? A typo?

223 Table Table 10.1-1: Housing is not a mitigation measure for impacts on public services. Provide separate listing of
10.1-1 impacts and mitigation measures for housing and public services public service.

224 Tables Some impact areaslist minor impacts that remain after mitigation; however, the table states that "no unavoidable
10.1-1 & adverse impacts" occur. (e.g., Socioeconomic, Table 10.1-1, pg. 6) This appears contradictory. List residual
10.1-2 impacts remaining after mitigation measures have been taken as Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

225 Tables Coverage of topics between tables appears unbalanced. Example: worker traffic for operations is listed, but not for
10.1-1 & construction. Identify, as applicable, the same range of impacts for both the construction and operations phases.
10.1-2 Reconcile differences between Chapters 10 and 5 in mitigation for operations effects on public services.

226 Table Provide a discussion of transmission line impacts discussed in Chapter 5.
10.2-1

227 Table Provide data on US reserves of materials used in construction. Include data on major materials not included in list,
10.2-1 such as copper, stainless steel, iron, etc.

228 10.4.1.2 "The evaluation indicated that neither a coal-fired nor a gas-fired facility would appreciably reduce overall
environmental impacts relative to a new nuclear plant." This seems in conflict with the following sentence in the
section and with Chapter 9. Explain.

229 10.4.1.3 Provide the criteria used to conclude that Nine Mile Point (360 miles) and Ginna (345 miles) (a) are in "relatively
close proximity to the CCNPP," or (b) meet Maryland's goal to reduced reliance on imported electric power stated in
Sec. 8.0.

230 Table Provide additional monetary values for the cost categories. List the benefits separately from the costs. Identify the
10.4-1 baseline assumption made to determine the costs and benefits of operating CCNPP Unit 3.

231 10.5.1 Identify other agency activities in the area and related cumulative impacts of Unit 3 in concert with other stressors

in the region.

232 10.5.1 Identify other projects in the region not included in Section 2.8.

233 Page What criteria were used to calculate the carbon dioxide equivalent emissions avoided by operating CCNPP Unit 3?
10.5-6
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