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| INTRODUCTION
Only one party to date, the NRC Staff (Staff), has filed a Petiﬁon for Réview (Petition or
Pet.) of the Partial Initial Decisidn , LBP-08-25. The Petition attempts to c‘;reate the appearancé
that the Board’s decision _is at odds w:iih-CoAmmis'sion precedént aﬁd regulatioﬁs but, as shown
below, the Petition ié nothing 'more than 1) a disagreement about the meaning of cérta_in words
and phrases, meanings wﬁich do ﬁot change the application of the regulations to the proposed
licéns’e renewal application in this, or any other éa’se ?tnd 2) an attempt to dvertum longstanding
. anci well-founded Commiss-io‘n and court dé‘cisiohs regarding the obligation to d_eﬁniti-vely
‘resolve all relevant, significant and properly raised'séfety issues in the hearing proéeés
established by tﬁe Commission for license renewal. -
THE BOARD UNDERSTOOD AND PROPERLY
APPLIED THE RELEVANT REGULATIONS
The Petition fqr Review (Pctitio’n or Pet.) is basedv, .in parf, on thé prcmise 'thét the three
members of Atomic Safety and Licensihg Board, affer carefully reviewing thduéands of pages of -

exhibits and legal pleadings, including full briefing of the issue which is the subject of the
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Petition, 'arnci a week cf hearings,:basically. misunderstood the most fundamental concepts .a_bout
‘ti.me-limi'ted agirlg analyses (TLAA), cumulative use factors (CUF ), environmental conditions
that must be included in calculating cumulative use factors (CUFen) and the legal cbligatiorrs cf |
; applicarrt's seeking en operating license. Ir1 fact, the Board noted that its view. of those concepts
was, in many insrances, supported by NRC Staff’s own writings and actions. Thus, the_Petitioh_
for Revi'ew‘ is an attempt by Staff to recaht its own ad_missions of fact and law, a task with which
it struggles throughout the Petition.

For example, when it was noted byvthe Boerd thatv Staff consi'derec.l that CUFen
.calculations must be performed prior to issrlance of a license renewal, as expressed in summaries
; cf phone conversations between Staff and Ap_plicanf (LBP-08-25 at 17, 59), Staff offers “[t]his
summary was selected by the intervenor from over thirty telephcne conference summairies and
| represents a snapshot in time cf an evolving process” (Pet. at 16 n. 37) and When.the Boerd
noted that Staff while-arguing that CUFen calculations are not part of the TLAA analysrs
| 1ncluded CUFen calculatlons as part of the’ TLAA analysrs in its SER (LBP 08-25 at 60 65)
Staff offers “the format and structure of an SER are not 1nterpret1ve ev1dence of the intent and
’ apphcablhty of the Commission’s regulatlons” (Pet. at 17). |

Staff’s attempt to recant its adrnissic‘ms on these issues is curious since the Commission
itself, in a recent opinion, conﬁrm_s the basic theses thart the Petition seeks to challenge. In
' Amé_rge‘n Energy Cqmpczizy, LLC (License Renewal for Oyster Creek Nuclear Generaﬁng Station)
Docket No. 50-219-LR, CLI-OSFZS, the Commission discusses the CUF and CUFen 'issues and
 their role irr the license renewal process. As d1d the Board here, the Corﬁmiseion considers the

CUFen calculation to be a part of the TLAA process and to be relevant to license renewal:



In the license renewal context, our regulations, at 10 C FR. §§ 54.33 and 54. 35,

~ require that the regulations established under 10 C.F.R. Part 50, including
compliance with the ASME Code, be followed during the period of extended
operation. This means that the cumulative usage factor fot a component should
not exceed 1.0, even including additional cyclic loadmg that may occur during the

perlod of extended operation.
%k ok

10 C.F.R. § 54.21(c)(1), which lists the technical information that must be
contained in a license renewal application, requires license renewal applicants to
include an evaluation of TLAAs that demonstrates at least one of the following:

(i) The analyses remain valid for the period of extended operation;
(i1) The analyses have been projected to the end of the period of
extended period of operation; or
(i11) The effects of aging on the intended function(s) will be adequately
managed for the period of extended operation.
* ok 5k
~ For applicants.choosing to demonstrate compliance with 10CFR. §
54.21(c)(1)(i1), the SRP directs the Staff to apply the following criterion: -

The [cumulative usage factor] calculations have been reevaluated based
on an increased number of assumed transients to bound the period of
extended operation. The resulting [cumulative usage factor] remains less
than or equal to unity [1.0] for the period of extended operation.
In additioln.to the regulatory‘requirement that the cumulative usage factor. not -
exceed 1.0, the Staff guidance suggests that the cumulative usage factor be
adjusted to account for the fact that the fatigue life of components in an
operational environment (e.g., exposure to reactor coolant) may be less than
predicted by the ASME Code, where fatigue life was measured in a controlled
laboratory setting.
1d. at 6-8 (footnotes omitted , émphasis added). Thus, contrary to Staff’s view of the obligations R
; imposed upon an applicant, the Commission acknowledgés, as'the Board found, that the TLAA
, va_rialysis includes demonstfating that an aging management plan (AMP) will address those issues
which éging calculations demonstrate may arise and that a CUFen calculation is part of the

anélysis required under 10 C.F.R. § 54.21(c)(1)(ii). The fact that the environmental factoré are

added to the CUF anélysis required as part of the contihui_ng licensing basis (CLB) for purposes



" of license renewal does not, as the Staff asserts, remove the CUFen calculations from the TLAA."
Nor does the fact that an applicant has committed to implement an AMP, absolve the applicant of
the obligation to conduct a proper CUFen analysis as éprerequisite to designing the appropriate

~AMP. Without the CUFen analysis, identifying which, if ény, components will have a CUFen in
excess of 1.0 and at what point in their operating history that is likely to occur, the parameters of
the AMP monitoring cannot be determined and an applicant would not be able to demonstrate V_
that it has a technically acceptable AMP.?

The Standard Review Plan (SRP) NUREG 1800 1ncludes calculation of the CUFen as

part of the development_of the AMP:

However, the calculations supporting resolution of this issue, which ircluded _
consideration of environmental effects, indicate the potential for an increase in the
frequency of pipe leaks as plants continue to operate. Thus, the staff concluded
that licensees are to address the effects of coolant environment on component
fatigue life as aging management programs are formulated in support of license
renewal. :

~ Id. at Section 4.3.1.2. Staff guidance as to the type of program that will be acceptab;le as an AMP

for metal fatigue of the reactor coolant pressure boundary identifies the need to conduct baseline

and periodic CUFen calculatibns of the components in the AMP. Generic Aging Lessons

Learned Report (GALL)X M1 at X M-1 (“The sample of critical components can be evaluated by

. applying env1ronmenta1 life correction factors to the extstmg ASME Code fatigue analyses

1 The addition of.the environmental factors to the CUF calculaﬁons under the CLB
would apparently necessitate application of 10 CFR § 50.109 and the Staff has decided a backﬁt
is not warranted. See NUREG/CR-6260 and SECY-95- 245. :

2 Including a CUFen analysis as part of the.AMP does not “collapse” § 54.21(c)(1)(ii)
into § 54.21(c)(1)(iii) (Pet. at 18) since the former remains an option where an applicant does the
calculation and demonstrates that the CUFen is acceptable thus avoiding the need for an AMP.
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‘The program provides for periodic update of the fatigue usage (;é.lcuiétions” (Emphasis added)).
In addition, iiicorporeitioil by reference of guidance from GALL or any other regulatorif ‘
‘guide may only occur “provided that the references are clear and specific.” 10 C.F.R. § 54.i7(e). |
The SRP allows credit for GALL only if an»applic-ant ensures: _. s | |
that the plant piogram contaiiis all the elements of the referenced GALL Report
program. In addition, the conditions at the plant must be bounded by the

conditions for which the GALL Report program was evaluated.

SRP at 3.0.1. Section X.M1 is not a specific program and does not have clear guidance. If a

N

- mere promise to include unspecified elements, without the Speciﬁcs of the AMP‘or CUFen.
calculations to be 1ised, were sufficient, there would be no need for the SRP admonition.

The i’etition often repeats a single phrase, out of the context in which it was made, where
the Commissi(in acknowledged thé‘i, if an application for license renewal is submitted and if the
applicant commits io follow the guidancei in GALL, that will be isufﬁcient évidence io e;stablisli -
reaisénable assurance cif compliance with the licensing reduirements. See AmerGen Energy Co.,
LLC (Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station) et al., CLI-08-23, 68 NRC ___ slip op. at 6
(Oct. 6, 2008). However, the Commission Was describing what is a SatiSfaétory minimum that ian
application must meet, not that the mere assertion of an intent to comply with GALL woulci
remove from consideratiori a ‘challenge'by an intervenor, based upon, aimong other théories, the
theory tiiat there is insufficient detail in the GALL commitmen_t for applicant .t(i “demons’irate”
-that it will have an_aciequate AMP. In addition, as Staff is weil;aware,~ GALL is a guidance
document and compliance with it does not foreclose a chailenge to the ad_equacy of -thé GALL
approved program anymore t}ian failing to comply with the GALL approveci prograin is sufficient

to demonstrate that an application is deficient: In its opposition to Contentions filed by Vermont



in-the VY uprate provceeding, Staff offered the following:
Staff regulatory guides are not regulations and do not have the force of
regulations. An applicant is free to rely on a regulatory guide, but may take
alternative approaches to meet applicable legal requirements. See Curators,
CLI-95-8, 41 NRC at 397. Therefore, the assertion in Basis 3 of failure to comply
with a regulatory guide is, without more; inadequate to meet NRC contention
pleading requirements. See Long Island Lighting Co. (Shoreham Nuclear Power
' Statron Unit 1), LBP-91-35, 34 NRC 163, 179 (1991).
Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc (Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Power Station) Docket No. 50-271-OLA, NRC Staff Answer to- Vermont Department of
Public Service Notice of Intention to Participate and Petition to Intervene (September 29, 2004)
at 12. See also Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. (Vermont Yankee Power Station),
CLI-74-40, 8 AEC 809, 811 (1974); Consumers Power Co. (Big Rock Point Nuclear Power
Plan), ALAB-725, 17 NRC 562, 568 n. 10 (1983). Thus, at most, Applicant’s commitment to
- comply with the GALL provision related to metal fatigue, satisfies the Staff but does not and
cannot prevent the Board from reviewing the substance of the commitment and to explore any
deficiencies alleged in that commitment to the extent they are raised by an intervenor.

Thus, although the Petition attempts to package the Board decision zis full of errors in its
interpretation and application of the Commission regulations, in fact the Board decision is fully -
consistent with Commission decisions and Staff guidance on these subjects and properly applies
the Commission regulations. Those parts of the Petition are nothing more than a semantic
squabble which contains no substance and the resolution of which has l’itﬂe impact on the actual
work of the Commission. Whet‘herthe CUFen analysis is part of the TLAA or not, as the

Commission made clear in Oyster Creek (CLI-08-28), the adequacy of that calculation is a safety

issue which should be resolved in the license renewal process, if properly raised. Whether the -



. AMP concept approved by GALL is part of the TLAA analysis (it is listed under 10 CFR §
54.21(c)(1) as ione' of the items an applicant “musf demonstrate” as part of the “list of

time-iimitgd aging analyses, .as defined in §54.3, [whiéh] mus:t, be provided”) a detérminatioﬁ of |
5 whether an applicant has made thé required “derﬁbnstfation” is an issue which, if properly raised,
must be resolved 1n the license renewal pfoceeding. There is no compelliﬁg reason for, the
Commission to review how the Board and Staff may differ overj the lébeling of issues if it is
apparent fhe issueé are part ovf what must be eévaluated in a license renewal proceeding.

ALL .SIGNIFICANT AND RELEVANT SAFETY ISSUES,
THAT HAVE BEEN PROPERLY RAISED,
MUST BE .RESOLVED BY THE ASLB
The Petiﬁon raises a Aseévohd issue, the resolution of which could have a i)rofoﬁnd impact
on license renewal and reactor saff:ty. However, that ié.sue has been long resolved by the
benmission and the Petition offers né reason for its recOnsideration.’ The issue is whether
significant safety questions regarding compliance wifh license renewal réquirements canbe =
removed from consideration By the Board and the public By the simple expédient bf Staff and
.. applicant agrée_ing to resolve. the issue after the license reﬁewal hés beén app‘roved. .
Long-standing NRC precedent confirms that key safety issues must be resolved in the |

hearing itself, not'. poét-hearing by Staff. Waterford Stéam Eléctric Station, Unit 3,_ALAB-732, .
17 NRC 1076, '1 103 (1983), qiting Consolidated Ed_fson Co. (Indian Poirﬁ Station; Unit No. 2),
_ CLI-74-23,7 AEC 947,951-952 (‘1974)(,(“[b]ut the mechénisfn of post-hééring resolution Iﬁust
ndt be employed to o.bvi.ate the basic ﬁnciings preréquisite to an opérating i_icense-including a

réésonable assurance that the facility can be operated without 4endangering the health and"safety



of the public. 10 CFR 50.57. In shor';, the ‘post-hearing’ épproach should be emplo&éd sparingly
- and only in clear cases. In doubtful caées, the matter'should be resolved in an adversary
framework prior to issuancé of licenses_, reopening neaﬁngs if necessafy”); accord, Cléveland

' Eleciric llluminating Co. (Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 & 2), ALAB-298, 2 NRC 730,
736-37 (1975); Washington Public quer Supply Systém (Hanford No. 2 Nuclear Power Plan‘;),

ALAB- 113, 6 AEC 25'1,. 252 (1973); Cominonwealth ‘Edison Co. (Byron Nuclear i’ower Station,
Units 1 & 2), LBP-84-2, 19 NRC 36,.210 (1984), rev'd on other grounds, ALAB-793, 20 NRC
1591, 1627 (1984); Philadelphia Electric Co. (Limerick Generating Station, Units 1 & 2),
ALAAB-.836, 23NRC 479, 494 (1986); Public Service Co. of Indiana, Inc. (Marble Hill Nuclear
Génerating Station, Units 1& 2), ALAB-461, 7 NRC 313, 318 (1 978)(Bnard delayed issuance of .‘
a nonstruction permit so it, and not a pqst—hearing Stéff réviéw, ‘couid resolve a safety 'issile). In
rare instances, a Comrhitment to take actinn in the future may, in and of itself, be su_fﬁcient but |
the-parafneters of the commitrnent being made must be clear and tne issue cannot be a central
safety question. Thus,l’a commitment to obtain financial security subs‘equént.to a licensing
decision, after full Board réview of a model financial contracting instrument‘, as occurred in
Private Fuel Storage LLC (In_dependcnt Spent Fuel Storage Installation), CLI-OO-I}, 52 NRC 23,
29-30 (2000) has been approved. Private F uel Storage merely confirms the‘diff'erence Bétwe‘en ’

. this case and tnOSé rare instances in whiéh the Commission allowé a pnst-licensing cbndition in
lieu of Boarvdiresolntion of the issue. The pdst henring approach shonld be employed snaringly
and only in clear cases, for exdmple’, where minor procednral deficiencies nre 'involyed. See e.g.

| Louisiana Power & Light Co. (Waterford Steam Electric Statinn, Unit 3), ALAB-732,, 17NRC

1076, 1103 (‘1983), citing Consolidated Edison Co. (Indian Point Station, Unit No. 2),
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CLI-74-23,7 AEC 947, 951 n.8, 952 ('1974).
These Commission precedents ir_nplément the holding of the United States Supreme Court
in“Po‘_wer Reactor Development Co. v. International Union of Elec., Radio and Mach. Workers,
AFL-CIO,. 367 US. 396, 397 (1961). The Court held that' although definitive findings on all
relevant safety issues do not need to be made as a precbndition to approvai of a constrﬁction
permit “[i]t is clear from this provision [42 US.C. § 2232(a)] that before licensing the operation
‘of ‘PR_DC’S reactor, the AEC will hav.e to make a poéitive finding that operatién of the facility

939

will ‘provide adequate protection to the health and safety of tﬁe ‘public.v ); see also Union of
Concerned Scientists v. ]IVRC,‘ 735 F.2d 1437, 1451 (D.C. Cir.1984), cert. denied, 469 U.S. 1132
(1985) (holding that material licensing issues may not be excluded from a licensing hearing). |
What is at issue ih this p_roceeding is the grant of a new operating license for VY
authorizing its operation for an additional t>wenty.years. Pursuant to IO-C.F.R..§ 54.3 1, what |
Entergy would receive, if its application §vere approvcd, is a new operating license with a term
eqUél to twenty years. plus the remaining years on its ex.is,ting license, and the existing license
would end on the date a renewed license is iésuéd. Thus, this is an operating iic;ense proceeding
" subject to all requirements applicable to sﬁch proceédings. AlthoughAthe ‘Commission has
fnarro'Wed the scope .of issues that ;re fo be resolved .in relicensing hearings, it has not loosenec-ll
the Atomic Energy Act oBligation to provide a hearing for resolution of gll relevant, properly
raised, saféfy issues. Staff claims that no hearing is required. Rather, it asserts that an |
applicant’s pr'c.)milse to take certain steps, not spélled out in any détail, and that will be fnonitored

by Staff, is sufficient, thus eviscerating the hearing right guaranteed by 42 U.S.C. §2232(a).

Even Staff does not claim that a mere promise to do certain aging analysis calculations



and develop the details of an AMP program ié sufficient to meet the requirements fo'r- license
renewal since Staff spéciﬁcally reserves for itself the rig'ht to revie?v the cal.cul.ations once they
~are conducted anci the; AMP once it is submiﬁed. If all that were requifed were the general
commitment to do the requiréd analyses, no reason would exist for NRC Staff to review what
Entergy will be doiﬂg. Staff does not want to eliminate a full review of the calculations and
- AMP thét Entergy hés now prc_imised 'tol do, it énly wants té éliminafe the role of the public and
the ASLB in that review. But the Commission has 'made clear that the scope of issues that may be
litigated and revieWed in a license renewal hearing is co-extensive with the Staff ?eview: .
[a]djudicatory héarings in 'ind.ividual licénse renewal proceedings Will shafe the '
same scope of issues as our NRC Staff review, for our hearing process (like our
Staff s review) necessarily examines only the questions our safety rules make
pertinent.
Florida Power &.Light Co. (Turkey Point Nuclear GeheratingvPlants, Units 3 and 4),,4CLI-O'1-17,
S4NRC 3, 10 (2001)); see also (601 Fed. Reg. 22461, 22,482' n.2 (Nuclear Power Plant Licgnge
Renewal; Revisioﬁs (May 8, 1995) Statement of Consideratiéﬁs (“The scépe of CQmmissionA
review determines the scope of admissibie contentions in a renewal hearing aBseht'a Commission
- finding under 10 CFR 2.758 [now § 2’.335]”). Thus, because metal fatigue of fhe reactor coolant -
pressure boundary is an issue which much be resolved by Staff, itis ‘nece“svsar.ily an appropriate_
- issue fdf resolution by the Board where, as here; the iséuc is properly raised by an intervenor.

\

' THE PETITION DOES MEET ANY OF THE
CRITERIA FOR COMMISSION REVIEW

The Commission’s decision to review an ASLB decision is to be evaluated in light of the

K criteria in 10 CFR § 2.341(b)(4). The Commission is tQ give “due consideration” to thé
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existence of-a “substantiél quéstion” wifh respect to five enumerated ébnsidér_atiohs. '

Although the Petition strains to find a “clearly erroneous” finding of a material fact, as
noted above only semantic disagreements, hot .rnaterialfacts? are disputed. The Board’s legal
ﬁndings are not 'only not in conflict v;ith priof precedents but have follqwed those precedents in
: r.eaching its cénclusions. “Although é substantial queétion of law and policy has been raiseci -1.e.
whether it is ‘éccbep‘table to resolve the application fbf a license renewal without resolving all the
properly raised significant safgty questions - the Board’s decision is in full compliance with well- .
established Commission precedent and co;lrt decisions on this iSsﬁe. No allegation is made that |
there was a prejudicial procédurai error.

The Petitioﬁ also requests that the Commission grant review based upon an allegation that
“public iﬁtergst” is implicate.d in the issues raiéed, even if the issues raised do not meet any of the
other cri.teri’a'f’or granting review. In addition to the failure.of the Petition to derﬁbnst_ra’_ce even a
}colorable basis for a ﬁnciing on aﬁy of the four specific review criteria, fhere are public interest 4'
reasons why review should not be granted. First, there is a serious question as to whether Staff
has any standing to file thé Petition given the fa}ct fha’; Applicaﬁt, the alleged “iﬁjuféd” paﬁy, has
not only not sought review of the decision but is in the process of implemeﬁtiné its requifemer}ts.
The-iComm.ission takes “standing” seriously and for good reason. See 10 CFR § 2.309(’d) and In-‘
the Matter Qf Entergy Nuclear ‘Operationvs, Inc and Entergy Nuclear Palisades, LLC (Palisadcs
YI;Iuclear Plant) Entergy Nucléar Opefdtions, Inc and Eﬁiergy Nilclear F ifzpatrick, LLC (James A.
Fitzpatrick Nuclear Power Plant) Entergy Nuclear Operations, CLI-08-19, 2008 WL 3914103
Without ﬁarﬁes with a specific interest in the issues presented, there is less chance that the issues

will be fully developed and no reason for the Commission to expend limited resources resolving

11



abstract issues. The P‘evtition does not derhonstraté héw eithér Appliéant or Staff are ;‘injured” by
the Board’s deci\sion, particularly since Applicant 1s undertaking to complete the work the'Board‘
. ﬁas directed bé combleted/. Second, 6h_ce Applicant completes its work to'méet the r_equirefnents
imposed by the Board decisic;n, something which is likely to occﬁr before this métter caI_j be fully
considered by ‘Lhe Commission, fhe issues taised wili be moot. Finally; the current status of fhis
proceeding makes this a particu_laﬂy inappropriate timé for the Commission to begin to review

- any matter reiated to Contentions 2, 2A and 2B In addition to thié Petitién, Ente’rgy has ﬁled a
Motion for Clariﬁéation énd the New 'Englanc-l Coalition (NEC) haé filed a Motion for

: Reqonsideration related tc.>A the Board’s resolutién of Conter;tions_2, 2A and 2B. NEC has éﬂso

' indi.cated-ivt in’;ends to file a Petition for Review oﬁce the Motion for Reconsideration is decided. “
Even if tﬁe Commission were to want to review any éf the issues raised in the .P_etition,}it should
wait until the remaindér of the issués stjll to be resolved by the Board have bé_en resolved before
granting review as the iss'ues'raised fnay have changed.subst.antiallly as the reéult of the remaining

‘actions by the Board and Applicant.

* CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated, the Petition for Review shoyild be denied.

Respectfully submitte

‘ ublic Advocacy
Department of Public Service
112 State Street - Drawer 20

. Montpelier, VT 05620-2601
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Anthony Z. Roisman -
National Legal Scholars Law Firm
84 East Thetford Rd.
Lyme, NH 03768

Filed: December 19, 2008

13



‘December 19, 2008

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

)

. _ : ) ’ ,
ENTERGY NUCLEAR VERMONT ) Docket No. 50-271-LR
YANKEE LLC AND ENTERGY NUCLEAR ) - ASLBP No. 06-849-03-LR
OPERATIONS, INC. ) -

(Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Statlon) )
- CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of the Vermont Department of Public Service Opposition to

Petition for Review of Partial Initial Decision LBP-08-25 was served on the persons listed below

by deposit in the U.S. Mail, first class, postage prepaid on December 19, 2008, and where '

indicated by an asterisk by electronic mail, the 19" day of December, 2008.

* Administrative Judge

- Alex S. Karlin, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Mail Stop T-3 F23

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1ssmn
Washington, DC 20555-0001

ask2(@nrc.gov

* Administrative Judge

Dr. Richard E. Wardwel_l

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Mail Stop T-3 F23

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001 '

 rew(@nrc.gov

* Administrative Judge
William H. Reed

1819 Edgewood Lane
 Charlottesville, VA 22902
whreville@embargmail.com

*Office of the Secretary
Attn: Rulemaking and Adjudications Staff

~ Mail Stop: O-16 C1
- U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1ssmn -

Washington D.C, 20555-0001
hearingdocket@nrc.gov
secy(@nrc.gov.

*Office of Commission Appellate
Adjudication :
Mail Stop O-16 C1

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001
OCAAmail@nre.gov '

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board |
Mail Stop T-3 F23 .
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

- Washington, DC 20555-0001



*Lloyd B. Subin, Esq.

*Mary C. Baty, Esq.

*Jessica 'A. Bielecki

Office of the General Counsel
Mail Stop O-15 D21

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1551on
Washington, DC 20555-0001
Ibs3@nrc.gov -

mcbl@nrc.gov -
jessica.bielecki@nrc.gov

*Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq.

National Legal Scholars Law Firm
84 East Thetford Road

Lyme, NH 03768
ar01sman@natlonallegalscholars com

*Dlane Curran Esq.

Harmon, Curran, Spielberg & Elsenberg
1726 M. Street NW — Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20036
dcurran@harmoncurran.com

*David R. Lewis, Esq:
*Matias F. Travieso-Diaz, Esq.
*Blake J. Nelson, Esq.
*Elina Teplinsky, Esq.

Pillsbury, Winthrop, Shaw, Pittman, LLP.

2300 N Street, NNW.

- Washington, DC 20037-1128
david.lewis@pillsburylaw.com .
matias.travieso-diaz@pillsburylaw.com
blake.nelson@pillsburylaw.com
Elina.teplinsky@pillsburylaw.com

*Zachary Kahn Esq.
Atomic Safety and Llcensmg Board Panel
Mail Stop T-3 F23

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555-0001
zachary kahn@nrc.gov

*Lauren Bregman, Law Clerk
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

- US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop: T-3 F23
Washington, DC 20555-0001
Lauren. Bregman@mc gov

*Matthew Brock, Esq.

Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
One Ashburton Place — 18™ Floor
Boston, MA 02108
Matthew.Brock(@state.ma.us

*Peter L. Roth, Esq.

. Office of the New Hampshlre Attomey‘.

General

33 Capitol Street
Concord, NH 03301
Peter.roth(@doj.nh.gov

*Raymond Shadis
37 Shadis Road
PO Box 98

Edgecomb, ME 04556

shadis@prexar.com

- Respectfully submitted,

SWM.N\ A GJU\Q*Qm

Susan Pittsley
Verrnont Department of Publlc Serv1ce




