CCNPP3COLA NPEmails

From: Perdomo, Federico R [Federico.Perdomo@unistarnuclear.com]

Sent: Monday, September 28, 2009 9:58 AM

To: Schaaf, Robert

Cc: Quinn, Laura; Lutchenkov, Dimitri

Subject: FW: UN#09-403 - Responses to RAl's 1015 1016 1017 and 1018 (E-Mail 2 of 2)
Attachments: UniStar letter UN#09-403 -- (Pages 21 - 38) Response to RAI's 1015 - 1018.pdf
Mr. Schaff,

E-Mail forwarded to you as requested by Dimitri Lutchenkov.
Thank You

Federico Perdomo

From: Perdomo, Federico R

Sent: Friday, September 25, 2009 11:15 PM

To: 'Quinn, Laura'

Cc: Stevenson, Michael; Frailer, Melanie D; Yox, Michael J; Lutchenkov, Dimitri; 'Cheryl.Baker@CH2M.com'; Klinch, David
Subject: UN#09-403 - Responses to RAI's 1015 1016 1017 and 1018 (E-Mail 2 of 2)

Laura,

Attached please find UniStar letter UN#09-403, “Responses to RAIl's 1015 1016 1017 and 1018.” The hard copies of this
letter will be distributed as normal. This E-mail copy will help in any telephone discussions that we may have near-term.

Due to file size limitations, | sent this letter in two parts. This is the second part.
Thank You

Federico Perdomo

>>> This e-mail and any attachments are confidential, may contain legal,
professional or other privileged information, and are intended solely for the
addressee. If you are not the intended recipient, do not use the information
in this e-mail in any way, delete this e-mail and notify the sender. CEG-IP2
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Question 2;: ESRP 9.3.2.2.4-4 and 9.3.2.3.4

Identify any other activities associated with construction and operation that would occur outside
the proposed 420-ac footprint on the Bainbridge and EASTALCO sites, such as landfill use,
transportation infrastructure upgrades, laydown yards, etc. that would impact terrestrial
resources. Provide a list and quantify impacts to habitats, wetlands, and streams that would
occur outside each 420-ac site.

Response

For the purposes of the evaluation of Alternate Sites versus the Calvert Cliffs site, land use
impacts are assumed to be contained within the 420 acre site footprint and defined water and
transmission line ROWs (see Terrestrial Ecology Question 1 response), for which associated
impacts to land, wetlands, and streams outside the 420 acre footprint are quantified. Use of
external landfills or other sites as described in the COLA ER are not expected or assumed to
require upgrades or expansion to accommodate the Calvert Cliffs project or EPR site
development at any Alternate Site.

COLA Impact

The COLA will not be revised as a result of this response.
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Question 3: ESRP 9.3.2.2.4-4 and 9.3.2.3.4

Provide a list of data sources used to estimate impacts to terrestrial resources at the Bainbridge
and EASTALCO sites and identify the assumptions made when estimating impacts at each site.

Response
BAINBRIDGE SITE

Assumptions made when estimating impacts to terrestrial resources at the Bainbridge site are
described in the following paragraphs.

Federally-listed species. The puritan tiger beetle uses the sandy frequently disturbed bases of
river bluffs in Maryland (USFWS, 1993). There is no suitable habitat at or adjacent to the
Bainbridge Naval Training Center and the species would not be likely to occur there. The river
banks where the proposed water intake and cooling water discharge would be located do not
provide suitable habitat for this species.

The Bainbridge Naval Training Center contains no open canopy sedge meadows or fens.
Absent this specialized habitat, the bog turtle would not occur on the site (USFWS, 2001).

The bald eagle may occur along the Susquehanna River as a transient or to forage. The current
forest types and stand ages present within the Bainbridge Naval Training Center site are
unlikely to contain trees suitable for nesting or roosting by bald eagles. In addition, the site
contains no open water areas that would be suitable for foraging (Sibley, 2000). Therefore, the
bald eagle would not be expected to occur on the site. The bald eagle may forage along the
Susquehanna and Sassafras Rivers near the Bainbridge Naval Training Center site, but would
not be impacted by the construction and operation of the facility.

The forested land on the site could support the Delmarva fox squirrel, but is marginal due to the
lack of large diameter trees, relatively dense shrub layer, and lack of nearby row crop
production (USFWS, 2001). The Delmarva fox squirrel is unlikely to occur on the Bainbridge
Naval Training Center site.

The potential for impacts to the Delmarva fox squirrel from construction and operation of the
facility and from installation of water and electrical transmission lines is SMALL. No other
federally-protected terrestrial species would be impacted by the project.

State-listed species. While there are 32 state-protected terrestrial species known to occur in
Cecil County with potential to occur within the proposed Bainbridge site, it is unlikely that many,
if any, of these species would actually occur on the site. Mitigation measures that would be
implemented during construction would minimize the potential for direct impacts. Any impacts to
state-protected terrestrial species would likely be SMALL.

There is potential for impacts to the logperch, creeper, and map turtle, but mitigation features
designed into the project would minimize that potential. The potential for impacts to state-
protected aquatic species is SMALL.
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The proposed water lines for the Bainbridge site would follow U.S. Highway 222 and be within
or adjacent to previously disturbed land for most of their length. The potential for impacts to
state-protected species from installation of the water lines would be SMALL.

The list of data sources used to estimate impacts to terrestrial resources at the Bainbridge site
includes:

Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2009b. Natural Heritage Program — RTE Animals —
Hellbender, available at: http://www.dnr.state.md.us/wildlife/rtehellbender.asp, accessed August
24, 2009.

NatureServe Explorer, 2009a. Helionas bullata — L, available at:
http:/lwww.natureserve.orglexpiorerlserviethatureServe?searchName=HeIonias+buiIata,
accessed August 21, 2009.

NatureServe Explorer, 2009b. Percina caprodes - (Rafinesque, 1818), available at:
http:llwww.natureserve.org/expiorerlservIet/NatureServe‘?sourceTemplate=tabuIar_report.wmt&l
oadTempiate=species_RptComprehensive.wmt&seiectedReport=RptComprehensive.wmt&sum
maryView=tabular_report. wmt&elKey=1 06504&paging=home&save=true&startindex=1&nextSta
rtindex=1&reset=false&offPageSelectedE|Key=106504&0cffPageSelectedEIType=species&offPa
geYesNo=true&post_processes=&radiobutton=radiobutton&selectedIndexes=1 06504, accessed
August 24, 2009.

NatureServe Explorer, 2009¢. Strophitus undulatus - (Say, 1817), available at:
http://www.natureserve.org/explorer/serviet/NatureServe?sourceTem plate=tabular_report.wmt&l
oadTempIate=species__RptComprehensive.wmt&selectedReport=RptComprehensive.wmt&sum
maryView=tabular_report.wmt&elKey=1 07752&paging=home&save=true&startindex=1&nextSta
rtindex=1&reset=false&offPageSelectedEIKey=107752&offPageSelectedEIType=species&offPa
geYesNo=true&post_processes=&radiobutton=radiobutton&selectedIndexes=1 07752, accessed
August 24, 2009.

NatureServe Explorer, 2009d. Graptemys geographica - (Le Sueur, 1817), available at:
http://www.natureserve.orglexplorerlservlethatureServe?sourceTemplate=tabuIar_report.wmt&I
oadTemplate=species_RptComprehensive.wmt&selectedReport=RptComprehensive.wmt&sum
maryView=tabular_report.wmt&elKey=101200&paging=h ome&save=true&startindex=1&nextSta
rtindex=1&reset=false&offPageSelectedEIKey=105092&offPageSelectedEIType=species&offPa
geYesNo=true&post_processes=&radiobutton=radiobutton&selectedindexes=1 05092&selected|
ndexes=103126&selectedindexes=103688&selectedIndexes=103582&selectedIndexes=10120
0&selectedindexes=105841&selectedIindexes=106155&selectedIndexes=106258&selectedIinde
xes=104337&selectedIindexes=1057798&selectedIndexes=102685&selectedIndexes=817347&s
electedindexes=1018978&selectedIndexes=104427&selectedIndexes=1042828&selectedIndexes
=102795&selectedIndexes=103963&selectedindexes=103965, accessed August 24, 2009.

Rhodes, A.F. and T.A. Block, 2007. The Plants of Pennsylvania: An lllustrated Manual, Second
Edition, University of Pennsylvania Press.

Sibley, D.A., 2000. The Sibley Guide to Birds of Eastern North America, The Audubon Society,
490 p. Note: Copyright protected. Electronic version not available for printing. Reference
available for purchase.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1993a. Puritan Tiger beetle (Cicindela puritana G. Horn.)
Recovery Plan, Hadley, Massachusetts, 45 p.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1993b. Delmarva Fox Squirrel (Sciurus niger cinereus) Recovery
Plan, Second Revision, Hadley, Massachusetts, 104 p.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2001. Bog Turtle (Clemmys muhlenbergii), Northern Population
Recovery Plan, Hadley, Massachusetts, 103 p.

Weakley, A.S., 2009. Flora of the Carolinas, Virginia, and Georgia, and Surrounding Areas:
Working Draft of 5 August, 2009, UNC Herbarium, North Carolina Botanical Garden, University
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.

EASTALCO SITE

Assumptions made when estimating impacts to terrestrial resources at the EASTALCO site are
described in the following paragraphs.

Federally-listed species. The bald eagle is the only federally-protected species that may occur
on or adjacent to the EASTALCO site and may occur along the Potomac River as a transient or
to forage. There are no suitable nest or roost trees on the EASTALCO site and the site contains
no open water areas that would be suitable for foraging. Therefore, the bald eagle would not be
expected to occur on the site. The bald eagle may forage along the Potomac River, but would
not be impacted by the construction and operation of the facility. No impacts to federally
protected terrestrial species would be likely.

State-listed species. Of the 11 terrestrial state-protected animal species, only three may occur
on the site (Butterflies and Moths of North America, 2009; Sibley, 2000; Whitaker and Hamilton,
1998). The green tiger beetle may occur along the bank of the Potomac River where pipes
would be placed to reach the water intake and cooling water discharge locations. Pre-
construction surveys, site design modifications, and implementation of mitigation measures
would minimize the potential for impacts to this species. Bewick’s wren may forage on the
EASTALCO site, but there is no suitable nesting habitat on the site. Bewick’s wren would be
expected to leave the area during construction and no impacts to this species would be
expected. The upland sandpiper may forage or nest on the site. Pre-construction surveys, site
design modifications, and implementation of mitigation measures would minimize the potential
for impacts to this species and no disturbance would occur until after young had fledged if active
nests are found.

The EASTALCO site is highly disturbed, consisting primarily of row crop fields and fence rows.
Only 3 of the 48 state-protected plant species that are known to occur in Frederick County could
oceur in these disturbed habitats (narrow-leaved horse gentian, potato dandelion, and tall dock),
and none is likely to occur there (Rhoads and Block, 2007; Weakley, 2009). The potential for
impacts to state-protected terrestrial species from development and operation of the site is
SMALL. There are few state-protected species that could occur in the disturbed habitats present
and none would be likely to occur. Implementation of mitigation measures would minimize the
potential for impacts to state-protected species.

Proposed water intake lines, cooling water discharge lines, and electrical transmission lines to
serve the EASTALCO site would likely cross undeveloped habitats and multiple streams.
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Because these lines would disturb more natural communities than occur on the EASTALCO
site, there would be a greater potential for impacts to state-protected species. Route
adjustments to water lines and electrical transmission lines based on data from pre-construction
surveys and mitigation measures that would be implemented during construction would
minimize the potential for impacts. Any impacts to state-protected terrestrial species from
construction of the proposed water intake and cooling water discharge lines and from
construction of electrical transmission lines would likely be SMALL to MODERATE.

The list of data sources used to estimate impacts to terrestrial resources at the EASTALCO site
is:

Butterflies and Moths of North America, 2009. Occurrence maps, species accounts, checklists,
and photographs: Species detail, Edward’s hairstreak, available at:
http://www.butterfliesandmoths.org/species?I=1499, accessed August 24, 2009.

Rhodes, A.F. and T.A. Block., 2007. The Plants of Pennsylvania: An llustrated Manual, Second
Edition, University of Pennsylvania Press.

Sibley, D.A., 2000. The Sibley Guide to Birds of Eastern North America, The Audubon Society,
490 p. Note: Copyright protected. Electronic version not available for printing. Reference
available for purchase.

Weakley, A.S., 2009. Flora of the Carolinas, Virginia, and Georgia, and Surrounding Areas:
Working Draft of 5 August, 2009, UNC Herbarium, North Carolina Botanical Garden, University
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.

Whitaker, J.O., Jr. and W.J. Hamilton, Jr., 1998. Mammals of the Eastern United States, Third
Edition, Comstock Publishing Associates, 583 p. Note: Copyright protected. Electronic version
not available for printing. Reference available for purchase.

COLA Impact

The COLA will not be revised as a result of this response.



UN#09-403 — Enclosure 1
Page 25 of 36

RAI No. 1017
Aquatic Ecology
Question 1: ESRP 9.3.2.2.5-2 and 9.3.2.3.5

No discussion was provided in the revised ER alternative site text about any Federally or state
listed aquatic species. In particular, the possible occurrence of listed freshwater mussels in the
Susquehanna River or Potomac River was not discussed. The environmental report prepared
by the State of Maryland for the Catoctin Power Plant that was proposed for the Eastalco site in
2004 stated that the State of Maryland thought that Tuscarora Creek, which runs through the
site, could be occupied by listed freshwater mussels.

State-listed freshwater mussels have been found within Cecil and Frederick Counties and a
Federally listed mussel is listed from Cecil County (see revised ER Tables 9.3.5 and 9.3.6). Is it
likely that Federally or State-listed freshwater mussels occur in the Susquehanna River near the
Bainbridge site? s it likely that Federally or State-listed freshwater mussels occur in the
Potomac River near the Eastalco site? |Is it likely that Federally or State-listed freshwater
mussels occur in Tuscarora Creek on or near the Eastalco site? Provide the reasons for the
conclusions. [Site Audit Information Need 36]

Response

It is the opinion of UNE that the level of screening level information available on state-protected
aquatic species does not support any level of additional assessment for protected mussel
species at the specific cooling water intake system (CWIS) location for the Bainbridge and
EASTALCO sites or Tuscarora Creek. As described in the ER, there are known protected
species (including mussels for at least one site) in the waterways representing the cooling water
source for both sites. Based upon review of additional information, no readily accessible
information on protected species at the specific locations of the CWIS for Bainbridge or
EASTALCO was found.

According to testimony provided to the Maryland Public Service Commission relating to the
Application of Catoctin Power, LLC relating to the construction of a power plant at the
EASTALCO site, no threatened or endangered species were discovered during vegetative and
wildlife surveys conducted in 2002 and there are no records of listed species occurring on the
site (MDNR, 2004).

Since field investigations go beyond the required reconnaissance, UniStar has not conducted
any site specific in-field assessments to support an analysis of potential rare, threatened, or
endangered species at the rivers and streams associated with Alternate Sites. It is assumed,
however, the adherence to permit conditions and application of appropriate construction and
operation best management practices (BMPs) will negate significant short- and long-term
impact to aquatic species inhabiting the water sources associated with each alternate site.

References

Maryland DNR, Maryland Power Plant Research Project, Interim Draft Environmental Review
Catoctin Power Project, October 1, 2004
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COLA Impact

The COLA will not be revised as a result of this response.
Question 2: ESRP 9.3.2.2.5-3 and 9.3.2.3.5

During the site tour on August 18, 2009, Eastalco staff mentioned that Tuscarora Creek was a
designated trout stream but there was uncertainty about whether this designation applied to the
section of stream that is on the site. ldentify the entity that designates trout streams? Is
Tuscarora Creek a designated trout stream? If so, what portions of the creek are so designated
and how does this affect any potential impacts to the creek or wetlands associated with it? [Site
Audit Information Need 36]

Response

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) has jurisdiction over trout streams in
the state.

Tuscarora Creek is neither designated a habitat for the native Brook Trout nor is it stocked by
DNR with Rainbow or Brown Trout. It is not designated as a trout stream.

According to the MDNR (Adoption Statement, Maryland Brook Trout Management Plan, 2006)
the Little Tuscarora Creek, a tributary of Tuscarora Creek, is listed as Brook Trout habitat. The
Little Tuscarora Creek and its tributaries are located west of Route 15 in the hills leading to
South Mountain. Although the specific reaches of the Little Tuscarora Creek, its Clifford Branch,
and another unnamed tributary, are not specified it is estimated that these waters are more than
three miles from the EASTALCO site.

Tuscarora Creek is a subwatershed of the Upper Monocacy River (UMR) watershed system.
The MDNR conducted a Stream Corridor Assessment of the UMR watershed and surveyed a
21 mile reach of Tuscarora Creek (MDNR, 2004). The results indicated the Tuscarora Creek
watershed had the highest percentage of urban land use and eroded areas when compared to
the five other subwatersheds (MDNR, 2004). Large areas of inadequate stream buffers and
several fish barriers were also observed during the survey.

The EASTALCO site is predominately agricultural lands. Trout prefer clean, cold water streams,
and to maintain cooler stream temperatures and filter agricultural and urban runoff, a large
riparian buffer is ideal (MDNR, 2007 and Watershed and Clean Water Grants Program
[WCWGP], 2002). For example, Baltimore County, Maryland passed an ordinance requiring
maintenance of a 100 ft. riparian buffer around trout streams (Baltimore County, no date). The
agricultural lands on the EASTALCO site have led to narrow riparian buffers. As a result, the
Tuscarora stream is poorly shaded and stream temperatures would likely be warmer than trout-
preferred cold habitats. The small riparian buffer, along with the results of the UMR watershed
assessment, indicates trout species are not likely to occur on the EASTALCO site.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the U.S. Park Service conducted a study from
May 2004, to July 2007, to assess the status and life history of the shortnose sturgeon in the
Potomac River (USFWS, 2009a). The results indicated adult habitat for the sturgeon is present
in the Potomac River, and several individuals have been detected in different reaches of the
river using telemetry methods (USFWS, 2009a and USFWS, 2009b). A female shortnose
sturgeon was captured at Cole’s Point in Virginia within 10 miles of the Former Thiokol Site
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(USFWS, 2009a). The other telemetry observations were further upstream from the site
between the Route 301 Bridge and Chain Bridge located north of Washington DC (USFWS,
2009a). However, the study failed to prove whether shortnose sturgeon spawning occurs in the
river (USFWS, 2009a).

REFERENCES

EPA. 2006. Model Ordinances to Protect Local Resources, Aquatic Buffers, Language from
Baltimore County, MD; Buffer Protection and Management Ordinance, Baltimore County, MD,
Environmental Protection and Resource Management, available at:
http://www.epa.gov/nps/ordinance/buffers.htm, accessed August 25, 2009.

Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), 2007. Maryland DNR — Fisheries Service
— Fish Facts: Brook Trout, available at:
http://www.dnr.state.md.us/fisheries/fishfacts/brooktrout.asp, accessed August 24, 2009.

Maryland Department of Natural Resource (MDNR), 2004. Upper Monocacy River Stream
Corridor Assessment Survey, Watershed Assessment and Targeting Division, Watershed
Services.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 2009a. Shortnose Sturgeon in the Potomac River,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Update, Maryland Fishery Resources Office, July 2009, available
at: http://www.fws.gov/northeast/marylandfisheries/reports.html, accessed August 25, 2009.

USFWS, 2009b. Maryland Fishery Resources Office Northeast Region, Shortnose Sturgeon
Monitoring Program, available at:
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/marylandfisheries/projects/Shortnose%20Sturgeon.html, accessed
August 24, 2009.

Watershed and Clean Water Grants Program (WCWGP), 2002. Riparian Forest Buffers: A
Restoration Solution for Maryland’'s Chesapeake Bay Program, January 2002, available at:
http://na.fs.fed.us/watershed/factsheets/Riparian.pdf, accessed August 24, 2009.

Maryland DNR, Adoption Statement, Maryland Brook Trout Management Plan, 2006
COLA Impact

The COLA will not be revised as a result of this response.
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Question 3;: ESRP 9.3.2.2.5-4 and 9.3.2.3.5

What is the importance of commercial and recreational fishing in the stretch of both the
Potomac and Susquehanna rivers that would most likely to be affected by the installation and
operation of the proposed cooling water intake and discharge system at the Eastalco and
Bainbridge sites compared to other regions of the river? [Site Audit Information Need 38]

Response

The Potomac and Susquehanna Rivers are both known to be popular for recreational fishing,
however no evidence of commercial fishing in these waterways in the vicinity of the proposed
CWIS structures was found during site evaluation, nor was any significant differentiation among
the use data for the downstream segments of these rivers evident in the data reviewed.

During the period of construction, recreational fishing in the vicinity of the intakes and outfalls
would be affected. Subsequent to the completion of construction there would be little or no
impacts upon recreational fishing with the exception of the small waterside exclusion areas.
COLA Impact

The COLA will not be revised as a result of this response.
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Question 4: ESRP 9.3.2.2.5-5 and 9.3.2.3.5

The installation of intake/discharge facilities could differ substantially depending on the
substrate present in the water bodies affected and methods required for the installation. The
ER alternative site text for the EASTALCO site, Section 9.3.2.2.5, states that dredging in the
Potomac River would be necessary without considering whether the substrate in that stretch of
the river is sediment or rock. Should the substrate be primarily rocky, excavation, which could
include blasting, might be required.

The aquatic ecology section 9.3.2.2.5 also does not consider the potential use of horizontal
directional drilling (HDD), which is mentioned in the revised ER text (Section 9.3.2.3.8) as
possibly being necessary to construct the EASTALCO pipeline through the C&O Canal National
Historic Place. Use of HDD (or similar methodology) also could require drilling into the Potomac
River. The text of ER section 9.3.2.2.5 describes the same dredging process and impacts for
the Bainbridge site. Based on observations made during the site visit, dredging may be a
reasonable presumption for the Bainbridge site, but not necessarily for the EASTALCO site,
which likely could occupy a somewhat rocky part of the Potomac River. Describe the potential
differences in impacts from the installation at each site.

What are the potential impacts, including the potential for blasting and impacts associated with
HDD or similar methodology, to agquatic resources within the Potomac River from the installation
of the intake/discharge pipeline(s) and facilities for the EASTALCO site?

Response

It is understood and expected that the different environmental conditions found within the
waterways serving the alternate sites as cooling water sources would have varying levels of
sensitivity to CWIS installation and operation. Assumptions defining the potential for impacts
such as substrate material could be made (lower Potomac expected to have soft substrate
bottom, Susquehanna assumed to be rocky), however the local site-specific conditions could
vary widely from these generalizations, and the selection of specific sites for intake and
discharge structures would be based in part upon obtaining sites that would optimize
constructability as well as minimizing environmental impacts. Data were not used in the
evaluation of potential impacts to the aquatic environment in site scoring. Rather, it was
assumed that technology would be adjusted to fit the varying conditions among the alternate
sites to regulate impacts, and consequently differences in projected aquatic impacts among the
alternate sites is moderated.

It has been assumed throughout the site evaluation process that the method of in-water work
most protective of the environment would be used, such as employment of HDD technology or
micro tunneling as applicable, rather than use of cut and cover or surface lay with armament
installation options. However, the use of these techniques can not be asserted with any
certainty. Limited data on topics such as specific local soil characteristics and geology, scouring
velocity and substrate material in the location of the CWIS components prevents the
descriptions in the ER from being more definitive in their descriptions of work methodology. The
acquisition of such data clearly exceeds reconnaissance.

It is assumed and stated in the ER that the underwater disturbance associated with CWIS
installation and operation will be approximately one-half acre. This area will likely be affected
regardless of the methods of in-water work. If use of a coffer dam to be able to work in the dry
or simple employment of siltation curtains is a suitably protective method for the work area, such
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methods would be employed to protect the environment during in-water work. Consequently,
impacts of operation outside of the 2 acre work area are expected to be minimal and
comparable among alternate sites. Major differentiators in predicting impacts to the aquatic
environment would be factors such as exceptional water depth, an unusually high concentration
of protected species, or specially designated habitats or water quality classification, and in this
regard the EASTALCO, Bainbridge, and Thiokol alternates are not easily differentiated based
on available data.

Blasting might be required, with a potential in the Susquehanna and upper Potomac based on
the general characteristics of the region and visible rocky substrate. Dredging of up to %2 acre is
assumed to be required for the work required at Bainbridge to allow CWIS installation, and
would require HDD or a similar technology to access the CWIS offshore in-water location.
Ultimately, however, the assumption of %2 acre of direct in-water impact and employment of
BMPs to avoid secondary and incidental impacts is meant to be applied to all alternate sites,
and with these assumptions impacts to aquatic organisms are minimized and secondary
impacts controlled, regardless of the waterway-specific differences among the alternate sites.

In the absence of a specific design concept for the intake and discharge structures, it can be
assumed that some amount of dredging in the area of the river bank will be necessary at all of
the sites, however it is not possible to define the need for, as well as the extent and nature of,
excavation of the river bottom. The evaluation of design alternatives would consider the physical
conditions at the site and the water body, potential environmental impacts, potential operational
impacts and costs.

COLA Impact

The COLA will not be revised as a result of this response.
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Question 5: ESRP 9.3.2.2.5-7, 9.3.2.3.5, and ESRP 9.3.2.2.4-1

Clarify the description of the numbers, sizes, and potential impacts to streams, ponds, and
wetlands on the Bainbridge and Eastalco sites. For example, the ER text states (p. 19) that the
Bainbridge site “contains several small ponds and no streams or other wetlands ....” However,
during the visit the staff observed a pond, two streams, and a large stand of Phragmites, which
is likely indicative of a wetland, on the site. Additionally, ER Tables 9.3-12 through 9.3-14
indicate that there are wetlands and streams on the Bainbridge and Eastalco properties. The
total acreage of wetlands and linear feet of streams at the alternative sites does not appear to
be calculated consistently. There are similar inconsistencies between the text and tables
regarding the numbers of streams on the Eastalco site. Please clarify these discrepancies
regarding the presence of ponds, streams, and wetlands at the Bainbridge and Eastalco sites.

Response

The text in the ER, such as that quoted from page 19, was completed based upon screening
level (desktop) data consistently applied to all of the sites evaluated, and was not revised based
upon observations made during site visits completed months after the evaluation, scoring, and
selection of Alternate Sites. Observation of potential wetland areas such as the observation of
Phragmites at the Bainbridge site made after the ER text was written also were not included in
the Alternate Site evaluation process or discussed in supporting documentation.

While information gained during the alternative site audit, such as the observation of wetlands,
is considered in regard to the potential to make significant changes in the site scoring and
Alternative Site designation, the overall alternative site evaluation process does not include a
requirement to rescore each Alternate Site based on in-field observations. Also, because there
are wetlands present on the site they are not necessarily included in the plant footprint
associated with the site.

To properly evaluate the description of wetlands located on the Alternative Sites and their
respective water or transmission line rights-of way (ROW), it is important to have the set of
associated figures prepared in support of off-site wetland and stream impact evaluation. These
figures are located within the CC3 READING ROOM, and show the potential locations of water
and transmission line ROWs, as well as all wetlands and streams located upon them based on
screening level data, where they fall within the Alternate Sites or ROWSs, and whether or not
they would potentially be impacted by construction.

As shown on the READING ROOM figure set and (corrected versions of) Tables 9.3-12, 9.3-13,
and 9.3-14, small amounts of wetlands and streams are found on the Bainbridge and
EASTALCO sites, and the ER text has been edited to consistently reflect this. Total and
impacted areas of wetlands and streams on both the entire property, the 420 acre EPR
development site and off site ROW'’s are presented in Table 9.3-12.

COLA Impact

The COLA ER Tables 9.3-12, 9.3-13, and 9.3-14 will be revised to reflect the latest wetland and
stream impact revisions. The markup of these tables is provided with the response to RAI No.
1016 Question 1.
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Question 6: ESRP 9.3.2.3.5-1

The ER alternative sites text did not discuss potential impacts to the Potomac river from siting a
reactor and its associated structures at the EASTALCO site. In the resolution table (enclosure 1
of the 8/29/2009 submittal) it states a report was prepared to address potential impacts to any
Virginia State-listed species that could occur in the Potomac River near the EASTALCO site, but
it was not attached. Provide the topical report referred to in the resolution table. [Information
Needs 36]

Response

ER Section 9.3.2.3.5 does discuss potential construction and operational impacts to the
Potomac River from siting a reactor and associated structures at the EASTALCO site beginning
in the fourth paragraph of that section. The topical report referred to in Enclosure 1 of the
8/29/09 submittal is provided below in its entirety.

The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) maintains a list of special
status faunal species for Virginia (VDGIF, 2009). The list was compared to species information
for Cecil, Frederick, St. Mary's and Calvert counties in Maryland (UniStar Nuclear Services,
LLC, 2009). Species protected in either Maryland or Virginia that occur in the Maryland
counties are listed in Table 1 below. Although Cecil and Calvert counties do not abut Virginia,
they are included for reference. No species protected only in Virginia were identified.

Table 1
Threatened and Endangered Species regulated in Maryland and
Virginia

Federal Maryland Virginia
County/Species Status  Status Status
Cecil
Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser
brevirostrum) E E E
Bog turtle (Glyptemys muhlenbergii) T T E
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) - T T
Frederick

m
m

Brook floater (Alasmidonta varicose) -
Upland sandpiper (Bartramia
longicauda) - E T
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus

leucocephalus) - I
Loggerhead shrike (Lanius
ludovicianus) -
Green floater (Lasmigona subviridis)
Bewick's wren (Thryomanes bewickii)

mimim
m— —

St. Mary’s
Dwarf wedgemussel (Alasmidonta
heterodon) E E E
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Table 1

Threatened and Endangered Species regulated in Maryland and
Virginia

Federal Maryland Virginia

County/Species Status  Status Status
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus

leucocephalus) - T T
Calvert

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus

leucocephalus) - T i,

E = endangered
T = threatened

Sources: UniStar Nuclear Services, LLC, 2009; VDGIF, 2009

No formal coordination with Virginia is needed to permit a facility on a waterbody forming the
border between the states. However, if there is potential for impacts to federally listed species,
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be required.

Both Maryland and Virginia serve on the Chesapeake Bay Program along with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and other stakeholders. That program is currently
developing a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for the Chesapeake Bay watershed (CBP,
2009). The TMDL is scheduled for completion in 2010. Although the TMDL is focused on
nutrient and sediment loading, it could affect discharge limits from the proposed facility (USEPA,
2009).

REFERENCES
Chesapeake Bay Program, 2009. Water Quality Steering Committee, available on:

http://www.chesapeakebay.net/committee_wqsc_info.aspx?menuitem=16618, accessed August
24, 2009.

UniStar Nuclear Services, LLC, 2009. Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant Unit 3, Combined
License Application, Part 3: Environmental Report, Rev. 5, June

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 2009. Chesapeake Bay TMDL,
available at: http://www.epa.gov/chesapeakebaytmdl/, accessed August 24, 2009.

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF), 2009. Wildlife Information,
available at: http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/wildlife/, accessed August 24, 2009.

COLA Impact

The COLA will not be revised as a result of this response.
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Question 7: ESRP 9.3

The August 29, 2009 submittal of ER section 9.3 provided some textual description of the intake
and discharge pipelines, transmission line(s), and the intake and discharge locations for the
Bainbridge and Eastalco sites. In order to do a comparison among all the alternative sites and
the proposed site, provide a more detailed textual description of the intake and discharge
pipeline(s), transmission line(s), and the intake and discharge locations that includes a compass
direction in which the pipelines will travel from the site to the water source (intake and discharge
locations), transmission line right-of-way width and length (in feet or miles) with the compass
direction in which the transmission lines will travel from the site to the substation, and location of
the intake and discharge structures. Also provide a map or textual description of the 420 ac site
with the major plant components such as the substation, the nuclear footprint, cooling towers,
etc. Describe the numbers and sizes of the streams and wetlands that would be affected (such
as was provided for Thiokol) and describe the potential impacts to aquatic resources from
construction onsite and within the pipeline routes and transmission corridors. Describe any
methods or procedures that will be used to avoid sensitive habitat or Federally or state listed
threatened and endangered species. [Related to Site Audit Information Need 37 and 39]

Response

Figures have been prepared to address the request to describe transmission and water line
corridor ROWs, and are located within the CC3 READING ROOM. These figures show the
potential locations of water and transmission line ROWSs, wetland and streams within the ROWs,
and major land use features along the corridors and adjacent to the cooling water intake
locations.

Tables 9.3-12 to 9.3-14 provides the numbers, sizes, types, and references to the locations of
streams and wetlands located on the Alternative Sites and associated water and transmission
ROWs. Location references are tied to the project layout and ROW figures located within the
CC3 READING ROOM. Tables 9.3-12 to 9.3-14 also provide assumptions made in the
calculation of wetlands and streams within Alternative Sites and associated ROWSs, as well as
select construction standards used in impact calculations, such as water pipeline ROW
characteristics as requested.

As described in Table 9.3-12, the calculation of impacts to streams and wetlands on ROWs
assumes that such features falling within the ROW width (120 feet for water line ROW, 300 feet
for transmission ROW) are impacted. It is expected that construction operations will be
completed entirely within the ROWSs, and that no additional off site support areas are needed. |t
is also assumed that while a conversion in type may occur; wetlands within ROWs may be
restored. Because the range of ROW impacts among the Alternative Sites is small (0 to 3.2
acres total), no additional consideration of the effects of change in wetland type (e.g. forested to
emergent) resulting from long term ROW maintenance has been included.

The text of the ER does not provide significant detail on the land types that the water and
transmission ROWSs traverse. For context in comparing the ROWSs and land use impacts, the
following is provided for reference:

e The Bainbridge potential water pipeline ROW is predominantly broad leaf deciduous
forest, with a small component crossing existing roadway. The potential Bainbridge
transmission ROW that is not composed of existing maintained ROW is predominantly
deciduous forest, single family residential, and agricultural land uses.
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e The EASTALCO potential water and transmission corridor ROWs are almost entirely
agricultural lands, with a small component of existing paved and unpaved roadways.

e The potential Thiokol water ROW is routed along a road through an area of deciduous
forest, and the potential transmission ROW is a mix of forested and active agricultural
lands.

No extraordinary methods were proposed for the specific purpose of avoiding threatened or
endangered species at the Alternative Sites and associated ROWSs. This is based upon both
the lack of any predicted major disturbance to habitats supporting state or federally protected
species and the standardized use of BMPs and adherence to policies considered protective of
natural resources. As mentioned in the response to Question 4. (ESRP 9.3.2.2.5-5 and
9.3.2.3.5), it has been assumed throughout the site evaluation process that the methods used
for construction that are most protective of the environment would be employed, such as
employment of HDD. It is also expected that implementation of the most effective available
BMPs would be required by regulatory permit conditions.

It is assumed that regulatory restrictions, including time-of-year restrictions for in-water work and
tree clearing restrictions for sensitive bird and bat periods would be followed during construction
of any EPR site, and that advancement of development plans for any project would bring into
view necessary restrictions needed to be appropriately protective of protected and common fish
and wildlife species. From an alternative site evaluation perspective, any differences in the
ability to construct and operate an EPR resulting from concessions made to accommodate
protected wildlife species was not found to be a significant differentiator among sites.

COLA Impact

The COLA will not be revised as a result of this response.
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RAI No. 1018
Socioeconomics (this RAI is not related to Alternative Sites)
Question 1: ESRP 2.5.2.2-1 and 5.8.2

Because millage rates go up and down, evaluation of taxes as part of the community
characteristics requires more historical tax information than can be obtained from the single
year (2005) previously furnished.

Provide the following tax-related information:
1. Property tax payments that Constellation has made to Calvert County over the 1999-
2008 period.
2. Proportion of Calvert County’s tax revenues attributed to Units 1 and 2.
3. Reasonable estimates of the expected annual tax benefits (specifically, property
taxes) expected to be paid during constructing and operations.

4. Submit on the docket so it can be referenced, estimates of the approximate
percentage of Calvert County tax revenues that would be attributed to Unit 3.

Response

This information has been provided in letter UN# 09-354 dated September 16, 2009.

COLA Impact

The COLA will not be revised as a result of this response.
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