DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS -

P.0. BOX 1715 -
BALTIMORE, MD. 21203- 1715
ATTENTION OF ~ OCT 2 3 2008

s2-l

Operations Division

Calvert Cliffs 3 Nuclear Project, LLC
Mr. Thomas E. Roberts

- 1650.Calvert Cliffs Parkway
Lusby, Maryland 20657

Dear Mr. Roberts:

This is in reference to your apphcatlon NAB-2007- 08123—M05 (Calvert Cliffs 3°
Nuclear Project, LLC/Unistar Nuclear Operating Services, LLC); for a Department of the
Army (DA) permit to perform site preparation activities and construct supporting
facilities at the site of a proposed nominal 1,710 MW nuclear power generation station,
which is the third unit at Unistar’s Calvert Cliffs site near Lusby, Calvert County,
Maryland. The current proposal indicates that approximately 17.42 acres of
jurisdictional waters would be impacted in the Chesapeake Bay and its unnamed
tributaries, forested nontidal wetlands, Johns Creek and Goldstein Branch, and thelr .
unnamed tributaries.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is the lead Federal agency in the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).for work associated with the
expansion of the power plant facilities.. The Corps will be cooperating with NRC to
ensure that the information presented in the National Environmental Pohcy Act (NEPA)
document is adequate to fulfill the requirements of Corps regulatlons the Clean Water
Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines and the Corps public interest review process. The.
Corps permit decision will be made following issuance of the final EIS.

The environmental impact of construction activities in Waters of the U.S., including
jurisdictional wetlands, will be reviewed by the Corps and addressed in the EIS prepared
by NRC. The decision to issue a permit will be based on an evaluation of the probable
impacts, including cumulative impacts, of the proposed activity and its intended use on -
the public interest. The following factors that must be evaluated as part of the Corps
public interest review include: ‘conservation, economics, aesthetics, general
environmental concerns, wetlands and streams, historic and cultural resources, fish and
~ wildlife values, flood hazards, floodplain values, land use, navigation, shore erosion and

accretion, recreation, water supply and conservation, energy needs, safety, food and fiber .

production, mineral needs, water quality, considerations of property ownership, air and
noise impacts, and the general needs and welfare of the people. In addition, the following
consultations and coordination efforts must be concluded prior to release of the EIS:
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, including as appropriate; _
development and implementation of any Memorandum of Agreement; Endangered -
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Species Act; Essential Fish Habitat coordination; State Forest Conservation Plans; -
Marine Spill Prevention, Containment, and-Control Plan; State'Water. Quahty
Certrﬁcatron and State Coastal Zone Con51stency determmatron

The Clean Water Act Section. 404(b)(1) Gu1de11nes contam the substantlve
env1ronmental criteria used by the €orps in evaluating discharges of dredged-or ﬁll L
material into waters of the U.S . A fundamental precept:of the regulatory program is that
impacts to jurisdictional waters, will be-avoided and minimized where it is practicable to
achieve.. Under Section-404; only.the least environmentally damaging practicable’ » -
.alternative can obtain‘Department of the Army authorization. Note that an. altematlve is
practicable if it is available and capable of:being accOmphshed‘ after taklng into
consrderatlon cost, loglstlcs and ex1st1ng technology n. nght of overall pr0] ject purposes
5, O SRR EE R

As part of the evaluatron of perm1t apphcatlons subJ ect t0fSect10n 404 of the Clean
Water Act, the' Corps is required by regulation to: apply-the criteria set forth in the
-Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 404(b)(1): guldehnes (40 CFR Part 230).
- These guidelines establish criteria which- must be met-in:order for the. proposed activities
*~ to:be:permitted pursuant to Section 404.. :Specifically; thése guidelines state, in patt; that
no discharge of dredged-or:fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable
alternative to the proposed discharge that would haveless adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem provided the alternative does not have other significant adverse consequences.
An:area not-presently owned by the applicant which: could reasonably be obtdined,
' utilized, expanded-or-managed.in order to fulfill the basic-purpose ‘of the proposed
act1v1ty may be con51dered if itis: otherwrse a practrcable alternatrve RERN

Regulatlons under 40 CFR 230 10 (a)(3) state that an actlvrty is not. water dependent if
the activity:-associated with a discharge that is proposed fora special aquatlc site does'not
require access or proximity to or:citing withinthe:speciai-aquati¢ site in'question to fulfill
its basic purpose. *In'such instances; practicable:alternatives that:do not involve spec1a1
aquatic sites are presumed to be available unless clearly demonstrated otherwise. Iy -
addltlon all practlcable alternatlves to the proposed dlscharge Wthh do not 1nvolve a

You have not yet demonstrated that mio- practlcable altematlves existto the ﬁlhng of a
~ specral aquatic site to fulfill the basic purpose. of the propossd:project which'i is'to create

1i-energy. ‘The proposed project:is not water dependent because it does not requlre access

or proximity to or citing within a special aquatic site to fulfill its. basic purpose of:
providing a source of energy. You must demonstrate why the proj ject proposed to be bu11t
=-¢ould not:be reconfigured or reduced in:scope to further minimize or'avoid-ddverse:
impacts to Waters of the U.S. The proposed fill activity would not-coimply with the EPA
404(b)(1) guidelines in the absence of demonstrating that there are no practicable
alternatives‘available with less damaging:impacts to the special aguatic'site.: Current DA
regulations 33 CFR: 320.4(a) state that a‘permit will be denied ‘for activities involving 404
discharges if the discharge:that-would be authorized by such permit wouldnot comply
with the EPA’s 404 (b)(1) guidelines.
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The Corps issued a public noticé on:September-3; 2008 to solicit comments from the
public; Federal, State, and local agencies and officials; Indian Tribes; and other interested
~ parties in order to consider and evaluate the impacts of this proposed activity. The '

National Marine Fisheries Service:(NMFES) . defers: final comments until its review. of the
EIS; however,.the NMFS did identify:potential-issues:of concern including'the intake .
-.impact on finfish and crustaceans from impingeinent and entrainment; discharge plpe
-impacts.on benthic habitat: duringinstallation and the thermal quality of the effluent; -
dredglng_lmpa_cts. to benthic habitat and:a natural oyster bar; and nontidal wetland: and.;
-stream impacts. The Environmental Protection Agency. (EPA) requested interagency site
visits to evaluate avoidance’and minimization. and assist inithe development and-review
of.the mrtrgatlon plan. TheU. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) requested the.comment
period remain open until the agencres review the EIS. FWS indicated that two Federally
listed threatened tiger-beétle species occur along: the;Chesapeake Bay shoreline of the
project area and:formal Endangered Species:Act consultation may be required. ‘The. = -
Maryland Historical Trust (MHT):stated that the project,will result in the:unavoidable
..and complete destruction of the:National Register-eligible Camp Conoy property and
-.resolution of all adverse effects will.require negotiation and execution of a. Memorandum
of Agreement A copy.of the cor“espondence we. recelved 1n connection:with your .
. apphcatron is enclosed for your: TEVIEW. ...+ . e whn e 5

The Corps is, requlred to evaluate perm1t apphcatlons based on-an’ evaluatlon of the
probable impacts; including cumulative impacts; of the proposed. activity and its: 1ntended
use on the public interests: :The benefits which reasonably may be: expected toiacerue:
from the proposal must be balanced against its reasonably foreseeable detriments. Based
:; upon our preliminary evaluation of-this project,.we havé détérmined that.the proj ect, as

. proposed, will have a signiﬁcant adverse impact on the environment. .. We have also -
. ~determined that the project may be conducwe to additional alternatives in other proje ect
aspects that-are less: damagmg to the: aquatlc env1ronment and we: request that they be: :
cons1dered e ‘ : - :

oo oEd

Regulatlons under 40 C ,R Palt 230 descrlbe the: general compensatory mmgatlonz:e
requirement for losses of aquatic, resources.. In-accordance with .40 CFR:332.3, the: : 1.
fundamental objective of compensatory mitigation is to offset environmental losses

. resulting from:unavoidable impacts-to watersof the United States. .. The:Corpsitheréfore
.must, determrne the. compensatory mrtrgatlon ito,be requlred based on what is practlcable

In accordance w1th the above, we. request the followmg 1nformatlon to assrst us in the
_;.rev1ew of your proposal SR : SR S

A detarled analysrs -of: all posslble forms of energy that could meet the pro;ect,
..." purpose. .The analysrs -should. include, but not be-limited to, fossil fuel, fission, -
. ... hydroelectric, bigmass;.solar; wind,; geothermal fusmn and: other potentlal near.
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.. future energy options including a complete description of the criteria used to
. identify, evaluate, and screen project alternatives. ; :

2. A detailed analysis of alternative locations for the proposed project or any of the
alternate energy sources that would.have less impact to wetlands and;waterways.
Data collected using resource mapping 1s“acceptab1e4_and should be noted as
appropnate in all evaluations ’ :

3. A detailed analysis of the steps taken to nummlze the proposed on-sne impacts
and the reasons.for:amending, the prOJect as: changes developed from the initial
proposal through to the current proposal and ultimately.to a project that would
further minimize the currently proposed impacts, including.a complete description
of the criteria used to identify, evaluate, and screen project alternatives. This on-
site analys1s does not preclude the necessity to review:of the off-site alternatives

.. orvarious forms of energy . This mformatlon must 1nclude the following:

. a Methods to av01d and mlmmlze 1mpacts to waters of the U.S.

i. Methods to minimize dredging.and.construction related turbidity
. -Methods to.minimize adverse.effects to water quality
Methods to minimize adverse effects to natural and cultural
-, TESOUrces - R SIS S ‘

' b." Quantrfy 1mpacts to waters of the U S (both temporary and permanent) to
- .all.waters.of the U S., including jurisdictional wetlands, for each on-site
& . proje ect altematlve For waterways, include both the:linear feet of
waterway impacts (measured along the centerline of the waterway) and
square feet of impact; for wetlands, include both square foot and acreage
ey's 7. . - -mpacts; and for.temporary wetland impacts, quantify any change in
. wetland ¢ c1ass1ﬁcat10n (e.g.,-palustrine forested to palustnne emergent
etc.),and. method of-work:to accomplish these changes. i, s

. A-revised.proposal to. reduce wetland and stream 1mpacts to-the minimum :
i -necessary.to meet access and safety requlrements g i sl ooy

PR - Relocate or redesign, the ‘proposed ¢ constructlon laydown areds: to uplands
ST ;Modlfy the construction schedule so that the, areas: proposed for permanent
~ impacts could be utilized as construction laydown areas.
iz v g e 4G Construct.a, retalmng ‘wall for the sw1tchyard in lieu, of the: proposed
. ;.gradlng. LRI A SN ST o COA NN PO saly fi o

5. -Arevised proposal to reduce impacts:to.tidal, waters to the minimum necessary for
ingress and egress and-erosion.control. - ity 0y oe
- .. & Reducethe w1dth of the proposed dredge channel to the minimum
- . «negessary for. barge ingress and egress.and to ensure, dredge barge access
¢ . . forthe proposed method. of dredging - coen e
S -Reduce the stone revetment: footprint, channelward of the 1ntake area.



c. Reduce the‘length ’and width of the impact area for the discharge pipe and
fish return to the minimumny necessary to meét the purpose of these projects
aspects

Ve ovm

6 A detarled mltlgatlon plan
 buiza,-“Proposed mitigation® methods:c.- !
b. Proposed mitigation site (s). . i
<. Wetland creation and enhancement plans
A - Planting anid: grading planss
Hydrologlc inputs and’ mamtenance of hydrology
: Momtormg and‘restoranon plan B
d Stream Mltrgatlon SRR
Baselmeplan* EEREE S
" Litdic o Existing site condltlons plan including photographlc "’
" “‘documentation:-channél cross séction; pattern and profile; ordinary
high water mark - (OHWM), and channel and structure stability in
to . i felationshipto permanent survey markers that shall be installed.
R “Proposed pro;ect plan§---7 s
- ®oiv] Project plans telated t6-thie existing’ srte condltlons and the
¢ . i+ proposediconditions, including all structures or fill; dimensions of
structures or fill; proposed water deptlis telative to the OHWM;
channel cross section; pattern and profile; and channel and ‘
: (. struéture stablhty’m relat1onsh1p to: permanent survey markers.
e Dlstmctlon between the weiland and stream’ m1t1gat1on plan critical areas
.. mhitigation plan; forest mifigation plan and forest 1nter10r dwelhng bird
(FIDS) habltat mrtlgatlon plan W :

7. JCop1es of all prev1ouslyv1ssued *ederal -State and local permlts and plans for the
‘.. ‘existing facilities at the projectisite as well a§ a descnptron and plans for all
mitigation compléted for these previcusly-aiithorized projects: -

8. :“Viessel information‘iricludirig'ttie'ship/barge fiavigation needs to access the site;
maximum draft when fall; length-atid’ w1dth of shlps/barge and the“potential for

.- the: largest industry: shrps/barge ‘necessary'- forproject constitiction and future

"é‘constructron act1v1t1es ito" access the Site? at fthe‘_current proposed dredge depths.

SV N

9.~ Aplan: to manage potent1al 1mpacts to’ aquitic' specres diiring pilé driving work at
the barge unloading facility site, including the use of curtaihs’or containment
structures
..... rDescribe’ any pré-cast concrete” elements that may be 1nsta11ed 1nto the
water for pier facility construction or rehabrhtatlon work: -
“b. *Explain the potential aquatlc species turbidity 1mpacts anid shock wave
S T s:impacts‘due t6 diivinglarge‘diatnéter steel piles for dock’ fa01l1ty
construction and provide a ‘constriiction plan that ' would minimize these
e . impacts;'as well'as quantify-thé differerce due to implenientation of these



potential methods such as, but not 11m1ted to, silt or bubble curtains and*
netting. S E e

10. A narrative to describe and quant1fy cumulatlve and 1nd1rect impacts resulting
from the project. T ‘

11. A vicinity map-and plan for the disposal options for any excess fill material
resulting from constructlon o

12. A narrative addressing publ1c beneﬁts of tlus project separate from the project’s
proponents’ benefit.

13. A descnptlon of the relative extent of the pubhc and pnvate need for the proposed
project. : ‘ ‘

14. Are there any brownfields at the proposed proj ectsite?
15. Will the construction and heavy haul fods bé periiianent use foads?”

" You are hereby informed that add1t10na1 1nformat10n needs may arise as the EIS is
developed The information requested above is necessary for us to assist the NRC with -
the development of the draft EIS (DEIS). Inclusion of this information in the DEIS
would allow the resource agencies and the public the opportunity to réview and comment

~on this additional information prior to the release of the final EIS.. . Your modified plans,,
*“and the requlred 1nformat10n are requested w1th1n 20 days of the date of thls letter If no
, 'f"response 1s recelved your appllcat1on w111 be con51dered w1thdrawn '. ‘ '

A copy of thrs letter will be ﬁmnshed to the NRC and MDE It you have any ’

L questlons concermng th1s matter or if you ‘wish'to meet w1th the Corps to dlscuss thlS
“correspondence, pleasé ¢all Mrs. Kathy Anderson, at th1s ofﬁce at (410) 962 5690

Smeerevly,__ G

g “William P, Seib "
// OK Chief, Maryland Section Sotithern *~ 7

Enclosures




United States'Départmeiit ofithe Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Chesapeake Bay Fleld Ofﬁce
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
.- Annapolis, MD 21401
B (410) 573 4575
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Colonel Peter W. Mueller

District Engineer .~ . P
Baltimoré District, Corps of Englneers o
P.O.Box 1715

Baltlmore Maryland 21203-1715 .

Attn: Ms Kathy Anderson Regulatory Branch

L TR
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Re: CENAB-OP-RMS(NAB-2007- 08123-M05 (Calyert Chffs 3 Nuclear PI'OJcCt LLC/Unistar
Nuclear Operatmg Serv1ces LLC)) . ST .

Dear. Colonel Mueller

The U S FlSh and Wlldllfe Serwce has rev1ewed the referenced:p. ,hc notlce The apphcants
propose to build a th1rd unlt at. the Calvert Chffs Nuclear Power. Plant (CCNPP) Extens1ve
clearing and grading will oceut, ellmlnatlng extensive forested wetland and streams. This letter
constitutes the report of the Service and the Department of the Interior.on;the proposed permit
and is subrmtted in accordance W1th prowsmns of the FlSh and Wlldhfe Coordination Act (48
Stat. 401, as. amended 16 U S.C. 661 et, seq D) and the Endangered Specws Act (87 Stat 884 as
amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et'seq.) =

We understand that the Corps does not plan to issue a permit until the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) releases an Environmental Impact Statement. It would seem prudent that

the permit comment period:remain:open until the agencies have a opportunity to review that

document in order to better understand the full scope of effects. This is the first reactor being

proposed in over 30 years in the Umted States and there is little institutional knowledge available

within the agencles i B ,‘,-f Ly, 3

In addition, two Federally listed threatened species, the Puritan tiger beetle (Cicindela puritana)

and the Northeastern beach tiger beetle (Cicindela dorsalis dorsalis) occur along the Chesapeake

Bay shoreline in the project vicinity. Formal consultation in accordance with Section 7 of the. S
Endangered Species Act may be required. However, that determination will not be made until '
NRC/Corps or the project applicants have completed their Biological Assessment (which may be
incorporated into the EIS) concerning effects of the project on these two threatened species.
Until we have reviewed this Biological Assessment and this Section 7 process has been
concluded with NRC and the Corps, no permit can be issued for the referenced project.



Therefore, the Serwcerecommends that the comment period remain open until the EIS and the
Biological Assessment are received and reviewed by the“‘agen_cies.

-

Sincerely,

Field Supervisor BT TR
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or
' f' \ UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

e p : | National Ocsanic and Atmospheric Administration

' - % ¥ /| NATIONAL MARINE RBHERIES BERVICE
rares of Habitat Conservation Division
. . Chesapeake Bay Program Office .
"“*-" 410 Severn Ave., Suite 107A
' ';"s?'»eAnnapohs Maryland 91403

October 3, 2008

ME MORANDUM TO: Kathy Anderson
. Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers
Regulatory, Maryland Permit — South LE

FRIM: John Nichols \)gp "

SU UECT: CALVERT CLIFFS NUCLEAR PROJECT b i

Thi pertains to Public Notice CENABOP-RMS 2007-08123, and your Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)

Ass :ssment, dated September 3, 2008, for the proposal by Unistar Nuclear Operating Services to perform
site Jreparation activities and construct supporting facilities at the site of a proposed 1,710 MW nuclear
pov er generation station (Unit 3).

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), the lead Federal Agency for this proposal, is preparing an
Env rommental Impact Statement (BIS) for work associated with the expansion of the power plant facilities.
The EIS will contain information important to our ability to make a comprehensive review of the project’s
img cts on National Marine Fisheries Service resources. Therefore, we wish to defer our final comments
on t s proposal until following our review of the EIS.

Bas :d on our participation, to date, in the scoping process for this proposal, we have identified several
issu :8 of concern, which will be addressed further in our final comments. These issues are as follows.

1. The proposed new Unit 3 intake, relative to its impact from impingement and entrainment of
adult, juvenile, and planktomc stages finfish and crustaceans, and other forms of local
meroplankton.

2. The proposed new discharge plpe, relative to impacts on benthic habitat during installation,
and the thermal quality of its effluent.

3. Restoration of a barge unloading facility, including maintenance and new dredging of an
entrance channel, relative to impacts on benthic habitat and natural oyster bar.

4. Nontidal wetland and stream impacts (permanent and temporary) resulting from construction

of the new Unit 3 facility and associated infrastructure.

Iwilbe lookmg forward to further coordination with your agency and NRC, prior to, and following our
fort coming review of the EIS. If you have any quesuons, please contact me at (410) 267-5675; or,
- Johi Nichols@NOAA.GOV.




Maryland Department of Planning

Martin OMnIley

' : . Ru/mm’ Eberhart Hall
Covermar Maryland stto rical Trust Sevreary
Anthony G. Brown : . : - ' o Marthew J. Porwer
L. Governor . X : S S - ' ' Depnty Secretary
_ June 19, 2008

Ms. Susan Gray

Power Plant Research Program

MD Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building
Annapolis, MD 21401 ~

Re: - MHT Review of Drz;ft ERD, Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant Unit 3, CPCN Case 9127
Calvert County, Maryland

Dear Ms. Gray:

In response to a June 10, 2008 request from DNR, the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) has rev1ewed the above-referenced document
with respect to the project’s potential effects on historic properties. We understand that UniStar Nuclear Energy LLC and UniStar
Nuclear Operating Services have submitted an application to the Maryland Public Service Commission (PSC) to add a third reactor to
the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant (CCNPP), and that DNR’s Power Plant Research Program (PPRP) has performed the above-
referenced environmental review as part of the PSC licensing process. Please note that the proposed undertaking is also regulated by
the federal Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and is therefore subject to both federal and state historic preservation laws. For
these reasons, we have reviewed the draft ERD in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
Maryland Historical Trust Act, §§ 5A-325 and 5A-326 of the State Finance and Procurement Article, and are writing to pr0v1de the
following comments/recommendanons regarding effects on cultural resources. .

Status of Historic Preservation Review: The proposed expansxon of the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant was first submitted to

our office for review in October of 2006. Following our review of the initial submittal, we requested a Phase I archeological survey as
well as the completion of Determination of Eligibility (DOE) forms for a vanety of structures that are located within the project area
and are included in the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties (MIHP) (see MHT letter dated November 20, 2006). These
investigations were carried out by GAI Consultants, Inc., and the resulting Phase I survey report and DOE forms were submitted to

our office in March and April of 2007. Upon our review of these documents, we found that Phase II evaluative investigations were
warranted for four of the identified archeological sites (18CV474, 18CV480, 18CV481, and 18CV482), and that four of the MIHP
properties — CT-58 (Parran’s Park), CT-1295 (Baltimore and Drum Point Railroad), CT-1312 (Camp Conoy), and CT-59 (Preston’s
Cliffs) are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (see MHT letter dated June 7, 2007). As noted in Section S of -
the draft ERD, GAI has completed the Phase II archeological investigations and an Assessment of Effects study has been conducted to
evaluate the project’s impacts on the four National Register-eligible MIHP properties. Please note, however, that the Phase II report
and the Assessment of Effects documentation have not yet been submitted to our office for review. It is clear, of course, that the
proposed expansion of the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant will have an adverse effect on historic properties. The construction of
the third reactor, for example, will result in the unavoidable (and complete) destruction of the National Register-eligible Camp Conoy
property. However, as we have not yet received the complete Phase II report or the Assessment of Effects documentation, we are not
yet able to provide definitive comments or recommendations regarding these effects or possible mitigation measures. Once we have
received the necessary documentation, we will be able to work with all interested parties to evaluate the potential adverse effects and ==
make appropnate recommendations regarding measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any such effects. The resolution of all adverse{“ .
effects will require the negotiation and execution of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between NRC, MHT, UniStar, and other % 1
involved parties stipulating the agreed-upon mitigation measures that will be implemented by UniStar. Please note that this
consultation process must involve all relevant parties such as Calvert County and the Southern Maryland Heritage Area. “
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Draft ERD/Draft Licensing Conditions: Below are our comments regarding the draft ERD and the draft
licensing conditions that were submitted to our office by DNR, and we would like to ask that these items be
addressed in the preparation of the final documents.

Condition #56 states that “prior to construction, UniStar shall execute a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) with the Maryland Historical Trust to mitigate the adverse effects of site preparation and
construction upon on-site cultural resources that are eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places.” On page 1-2, however, it is stated that, “after receiving a CPCN, NRC rules would allow
UniStar to commence limited site preparation and certain non-safety related pre-construction
activities prior to obtaining final COL approval...UniStar states that it needs to begin site clearing
and pre-construction site preparation by early 2009.” We would therefore like to request that
condition #56 more clearly specify that no site preparation activities (such as clearing or grading) or
construction activities having the potential to effect historic properties will take place within the
limits of National Register-eligible archeological or structural resources and no removal or
demolition of eligible structures will take place until an MOA has been executed to mitigate the
adverse effects of these activities.

When discussing the cultural impacts in Section 5, the draft ERD should reference the appropriate
Maryland inventory site numbers (such as 18CV474) rather than listing the sites as “Site 1,” Site
2, etc...

In the first full paragraph of page 5-45, it may be more efficient and precise to eliminate much of the '

text and simply state that the complete Phase II report must be prepared in accordance with the
Standards and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland (Shaffer and Cole 1994).

It may be helpful to clarify on page 5-46 that the Captain John Smith éhesapeake‘National' Historic
Trail is not a historic property under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act but is
being considered nonetheless as an important resource.

,:.
O®

If you have any questions or require further information, please do not hesitate to contact either Dixie Henry
(for inquiries regarding archeological resources) at 410-514-7638 or dhenry@mdp.state.md.us or Jonathan
Sager (for inquiries regarding the historic built environment) at 410-514-7636 or jsager@mdp.state.md.us.
We look forward to receiving a copy of the full Phase I/Phase II report and Assessment of Effects
documentation discussed above, when it becomes available, and we also look forward to further consultation
as project planning proceeds. Thank you for providing us with this opportunity to comment. ‘

. = " Sincerely,

J. Rodney Little
Director/State Historic Preservation Ofﬁcer

Maryland Historical Trust
JRL/DLH/200801870
ce: Richard Raione (NRC)
Peter Hall (Metametrics)
Barbara Munford (GAI Consultants)
Kirsti Uunila (Calvert County)

George Wrobel (Constellation Energy)
Roslyn Racanello (Southern Maryland Hentage Area)



