
 

 

December 7, 2009 
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

 
Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board 

 
In the Matter of    ) 
      ) Docket No. 52-017-COL 
Dominion Virginia Power, et al.  )  
      ) ASLBP No. 08-863-01-COL 
North Anna Power Station, Unit 3  ) 
 

DOMINION’S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF LBP-09-27 
AND REQUEST TO HOLD DISCLOSURE IN ABEYANCE 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Virginia Electric and Power Company, dba Dominion Virginia Power (“Dominion”), 

hereby moves the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (“Board”) to reconsider the ruling in its 

November 25, 2009 Memorandum and Order1 admitting a portion of Contention 10 in the 

Combined License (“COL”) Application proceeding for North Anna Unit 3.  The Board’s 

Memorandum and Order admitted Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League’s (“BREDL”) 

Contention 10 insofar as it challenges a claim in Dominion’s May 21, 2009 amendment to the 

Application that good fuel performance will reduce the volume of Class B and C waste generated 

by Unit 3.  Dominion respectfully submits that this assertion should not have been admitted as a 

contention because it is not material to the outcome of the proceeding. 

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.323(e), Dominion requests the Board’s leave to file this motion.  

10 C.F.R. § 2.323(e) permits such a request upon a showing of compelling circumstances, such 

as the existence of a clear and material error in a decision, which could not reasonably have been 

anticipated, that renders the decision invalid.   

                                                 
1  Memorandum and Order (Admitting Contention 10 in Part), LBP-09-27 (Nov. 25, 2009) ( “LBP-09-27”). 
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The Board’s ruling in LBP-09-27 admitting a portion of Contention 10 could not have 

been reasonably anticipated because it was based on a supposition not raised by the BREDL.  As 

explained more fully later in this motion, the Board appears to have concluded that Dominion is 

relying on waste volume estimates different from those in the ESBWR Design Control 

Document (“DCD”), and therefore that the accuracy of these estimates may be disputed in this 

proceeding.  See LBP-09-27 at 28.  Because BREDL did not make this argument, neither 

Dominion nor the NRC Staff had the opportunity to address it.   

The apparent supposition that Dominion has departed from the waste volumes in the 

DCD is clearly erroneous.  The Departures Report included in Dominion’s amended Application 

specifically identifies the sole departure from the DCD as providing less than the six-month 

storage capacity for Class A waste indicated in the DCD.  The Departures Report does not take 

any departure from Table 11.4-2 of the DCD, which provides the estimated annual waste 

generation for the ESBWR. 

This error in the Board’s decision renders the admission of BREDL’s fuel performance 

challenge invalid.  The Board determined that the admitted portion of Contention 10 met the 

admissibility requirement in 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f)(1)(vi) solely on the grounds that Dominion 

may have underestimated the waste volumes.   As the Board stated: 

If BREDL is correct that Dominion has underestimated the amounts of Class B 
and C waste that will be produced because it has incorrectly assumed that 
increased fuel efficiency will reduce the volume of such waste, BREDL might be 
able to show lack of compliance with the requirement that Dominion accurately 
explain the “quantities of radioactive materials expected to be produced in the 
operation” of North Anna Unit 3.  Furthermore, if Dominion has underestimated 
waste volumes, this raises the question whether Dominion will “control[] and 
limit[] radioactive effluents and radiation exposures within the limits set forth in 
[10 C.F.R. Part 20].” 
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LBP-09-27 at 27 (footnotes omitted).  Since the annually generated waste volume is established 

in the DCD, the accuracy of those estimates is not subject to challenge in this proceeding. 

For these reasons, and as explained more fully below, Dominion requests that the Board 

reconsider its ruling in LBP-09-27 and dismiss the admitted portion of Contention 10.  In 

addition, to avoid undue burden on the parties, Dominion requests that the parties’ disclosure 

obligations relating to Contention 10 be held in abeyance until the Board rules on this motion. 

II. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

This proceeding involves the application, submitted by Dominion on behalf of itself and 

Old Dominion Electric Cooperative on November 27, 2007, for a combined license to construct 

and operate an ESBWR at the North Anna Power Station (“North Anna Unit 3”).2  In a 

Memorandum and Order of August 15, 2008, the Board granted BREDL’s Petition for 

Intervention and Request for Hearing in this proceeding and admitted a portion of BREDL’s 

Contention 1 alleging that Dominion’s Final Safety Analysis Report (“FSAR”) omitted a plan for 

on-site storage of Class B and C waste.  Virginia Electric & Power Co. (North Anna Power 

Station, Unit 3), LBP-08-15, 68 N.R.C. 294, 312-25 (2008).     

On May 21, 2009, Dominion filed an amendment to its Application,3 which amended 

inter alia Section 11.4 of the Final Safety Analysis Report (“FSAR”) to include Dominion’s plan 

for managing Class B and C waste.4  The Amended  FSAR Section 11.4.1 provides: 

                                                 
2  North Anna 3 Combined License Application (Rev. 0, Nov. 2007) (ADAMS Accession No. ML073320913) 

(“Application”). 
3  See Letter from E. Grecheck to U.S. NRC, Combined License Application – Submission 4 (May 21, 2009) 

(ADAMS Accession No. ML091540526) (“Amendment”).  A copy of the pertinent portions of the Amendment 
was provided as Exhibit A to Dominion’s Motion to Dismiss BREDL Contention 1 as Moot (June 1, 2009). 

4  North Anna 3 Combined License Application, Part 2: Final Safety Analysis Report (Rev. 2, May 2009)(ADAMS 
No. ML091540602) (“Amended FSAR”). 



 

4 

The Radwaste Building provides storage space sized to hold the total combined 
volume of packaged Class A, B, and C low-level radioactive waste estimated to 
be generated during six months of plant operations. Such waste is normally 
promptly disposed of at licensed offsite processing and disposal facilities. In the 
event that an offsite facility is not available to accept Class B and C waste, the 
Radwaste Building has been configured to accommodate at least 10 years of 
packaged Class B and C waste and approximately three months (up to three 
shipments) of packaged Class A waste, considering routine operations and 
anticipated operational occurrences.  This Class B and C waste storage capacity is 
based on a conservative estimate of the annual generation of low-level waste, 
without credit for potential waste minimization techniques and methods other than 
dewatering.  In the event that an offsite facility is not available to accept Class B 
and C waste, a waste minimization plan will also be implemented.  This plan will 
consider strategies to reduce generation of Class B and C waste, including 
reducing the in-service run length of resin beds, as well as resin selection, short-
loading, and point of generation segregation techniques. Good fuel performance 
will also reduce fission products in reactor and spent fuel pool water, and hence 
the volume of Class B and C waste generated.  Implementation of these 
techniques could substantially extend the capacity of the Class B and C storage 
area in the Radwaste Building.  If additional storage capacity for Class B and C 
waste is required, further temporary storage would be developed in accordance 
with NUREG-0800, Standard Review Plan 11.4, Appendix 11.4-A. 

Amended FSAR at § 11.4.1.  In addition, the Amendment revised Section 11.4.2.2.4 of the 

FSAR to describe the container storage system.  Id. at § 11.4.2.2.4.   

The Amendment also revised the Departures Report in Part 7 of the Application.5  The 

Departures Report identified one lone departure,6 which it summarized as follows: 

                                                 
5  North Anna 3 Combined License Application, Part 7: Departures Report (Rev. 2, May 2009)(ADAMS Accession 

No. ML091540727 (“Departures Report”).  Exhibit A to Dominion’s Motion to Dismiss BREDL Contention 1 as 
Moot (June 1, 2009) included an enclosure showing the changes that had been made to the Application, including 
the changes to the Departures Report. 

6  A “departure” is “a plant-specific deviation from design information in a standard design certification rule.”  See 
Regulatory Guide 1.206 at C.III.1-2.  The NRC distinguishes “departures” from “changes” which are generic.  Id.   
Each Design Certification (i.e., each of the Appendices to 10 C.F.R. Part 52) includes a section (Section VIII) 
establishing the processes for changes and departures.  Under these provisions and provided certain standards are 
met, a COL applicant referencing a certified design may depart from Tier 2 information (defined in each Design 
Certification as the portions of the design-related information contained in the generic Design Control Document 
that is approved but not certified in the Appendix) without NRC approval. 

 Each Design Certification (in Section X) also requires a COL applicant referencing the certified design to submit 
a report containing a brief description of any plant-specific departures from the DCD, including a summary of the 
evaluation of each.  As Regulatory Guide 1.206 explains, each Design Certification also requires each applicant 
to maintain and submit updates to its plant-specific DCD, which consists of the generic DCD and plant-specific 
departures.  Regulatory Guide 1.206 at C.III.1-9.  Regulatory Guide 1.206 states that COL applicants may fulfill 
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The ESBWR DCD identifies that on-site storage space for a six-month volume of 
packaged waste is provided in the Radwaste Building.  The North Anna Unit 3 
Radwaste Building is configured to accommodate a minimum of ten years volume 
of packaged Class B and C waste, while maintaining space for at least three 
months of packaged Class A waste. 

Departures Report at 1-1. 

Because the description contained in the COLA amendment mooted BREDL Contention 

1, the Board granted a motion by Dominion to dismiss Contention 1.  Order (Dismissing 

Contention 1 as Moot) (Aug. 19, 2009).  However, while Dominion’s motion was still pending, 

BREDL filed a new Contention 10 seeking to challenge the adequacy of Dominion’s waste 

storage plan.  Dominion and the NRC Staff each submitted an answer opposing the admission of 

this contention.7  In LBP-09-27, the Board ruled that most of the claims in BREDL’s Contention 

10 were inadmissible but admitted the Contention insofar as it challenged Dominion’s claim that 

good fuel performance will reduce the volume of Class B and C waste. 

In particular, with respect to BREDL’s challenge to the good fuel performance claim, the 

Board held that BREDL had satisfied the requirement in 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f)(1)(iv) to provide 

sufficient information to show that it has a genuine dispute with the application concerning a 

material issue of law or fact.  LBP-09-27 at 26-29.  The Board referred to BREDL’s statement 

that 10 C.F.R. § 52.79(a)(3) requires Dominion to explain “the kinds and quantities of 

radioactive materials expected to be produced in the operation and the means for controlling and 

limiting radioactive effluents and radiation exposures with the limits set forth in part 20 of this 

chapter.”  Id. at 27 (footnote omitted; emphasis in original).  The Board explained that  

                                                                                                                                                             
these requirements by providing a report separate from the FSAR with the description and evaluation for each 
departure.  Id.   

 Part 7 of Dominion’s COLA provides, separate from the FSAR, the required Departures Report describing each 
departure. 

7  Dominion’s Answer Opposing BREDL’s Contention 10 (July 21, 2009); NRC Staff’s Answer to Intervenor’s 
Amended Contention Ten (July 21, 2009). 
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If BREDL is correct that Dominion has underestimated the amounts of Class B 
and C waste that will be produced because it has incorrectly assumed that 
increased fuel efficiency will reduce the volume of such waste, then BREDL 
might be able to show lack of compliance with the requirement that Dominion 
accurately explain the “quantities of radioactive materials expected to be 
produced in the operation” of North Anna Unit 3.  Furthermore, if Dominion has 
underestimated waste volumes, this raises the question whether Dominion will 
“control[] and limit[] radioactive effluents and radiation exposures within the 
limits set forth in [10 C.F.R. Part 20].”  Higher volumes of Class B and C waste 
than Dominion anticipates might lead to higher levels of radioactive effluents and 
associated radiation exposure.  BREDL’s specific dispute with the COLA is 
therefore material to determining whether the COLA complies with NRC 
regulations. 

Id. at 27 (footnotes omitted; emphasis added).   

In reaching this determination, the Board disagreed with Dominion’s claim that BREDL 

is challenging the waste volume estimates in the DCD.  Id. at 28.  The Board reasoned that 

because the revision to Section 11.4.1 begins by stating that “[t]his section of the referenced 

DCD is incorporated by reference with the following departures and/or supplements,” 

Dominion’s claim that good fuel performance will reduce the volume of Class B and C waste 

must be a departure from or supplement to the DCD that may be challenged.  Id. (emphasis 

omitted). 

 While admitting BREDL’s challenge to the fuel performance claim as a contention, the 

Board rejected BREDL’s claim that the ten-year storage duration in Dominion’s plan is 

inadequate.  Id. at 28-33.  The Board held that: 

BREDL’s allegation of insufficient storage capacity is inadmissible because it 
does not controvert Dominion’s plan to implement waste minimization techniques 
and build additional Class B and C waste capacity if necessary, so that adequate 
storage capacity will be available throughout the license term. 

 *  *  * 

Like the applicant in Bell Bend, Dominion states that, if necessary, “further 
temporary storage would be developed in accordance with NUREG-0800, 
Standard Review Plan 11.4, Appendix 11.4-A.”  Thus, Dominion plans to provide 
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additional waste storage capacity if the additional storage capacity provided in the 
Radwaste Building is exhausted.  BREDL’s Contention 10 does not acknowledge, 
much less identify, any deficiency in Dominion’s plan to provide additional 
capacity consistent with NRC requirements should that be necessary, nor does 
BREDL point to any unresolved safety question concerning such additional 
capacity.   

We therefore hold that this aspect of Contention 10 is inadmissible because 
BREDL has failed to establish a genuine dispute of material fact with the COLA. 

Id. at 32 (footnotes omitted).   

III. DISCUSSION 

Dominion respectfully submits that the Board’s decision admitting Contention 10 is 

erroneous because it is based on an incorrect supposition that Dominion took a departure from 

the ESBWR DCD, somehow allowing waste volume estimates to be challenged in this 

proceeding.  The Board determination that BREDL’s challenge to fuel performance is material is 

based solely on the thesis that Dominion may have underestimated the amounts of Class B and C 

waste that will be produced.  See LBP-09-27 at 27 (“If BREDL is correct that Dominion has 

underestimated the amounts of Class B and C waste that will be produced . . . then BREDL 

might be able to show lack of compliance with [10 C.F.R. § 52.79(a)(3)] . . . Furthermore, if 

Dominion has underestimated waste volumes, this raises the question whether Dominion will 

‘control[] and limit[] radioactive effluents and radiation exposures within the limits set forth in 

[10 C.F.R. Part 20].’  Higher volumes of Class B and C waste than Dominion anticipates might 

lead to higher levels of radioactive effluents and associated radiation exposure.”) (emphasis 

added; footnote omitted).  Therefore, the admissibility of BREDL’s contention depends entirely 

on the permissibility of challenging the waste volume estimates on which Dominion’s storage 

plan is based. 
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The Board reasoned that BREDL is not challenging the waste volume estimates in the 

DCD because Dominion’s claim concerning fuel performance is in revised Section 11.4 of the 

FSAR, which begins “[t]his section of the referenced DCD is incorporated by reference with the 

following departures and/or supplements.”8  See LBP-09-27 at 28 (emphasis omitted).  The 

Board therefore concluded that Dominion’s claim that good fuel performance will reduce waste 

volume is either a departure or supplement that may be challenged.  Id.  Although unstated, the 

Board must have concluded that Dominion is relying on waste volume estimates different from 

those in the DCD because, as shown above, the Board’s determination of the materiality of 

BREDL’s claim is dependent upon the permissibility of challenging those waste volume 

estimates in this proceeding. 

The changes to the Departures Report that were included in the Amendment, which 

Dominion respectfully submits that the Board may have overlooked, demonstrate that Dominion 

took no departure from the estimated waste volumes in the DCD.9   The Departures Report 

specifically identifies the sole departure from the DCD as providing less than the six-month 

storage capacity for Class A waste indicated in the DCD.  The Departures Report does not 

identify any departure from Table 11.4-2 of the DCD, which provides the estimated annual waste 

generation for the ESBWR.10  If the Amended FSAR had assumed waste volumes that deviated 

from those in DCD Table 11.4-2, Dominion would have been required to identify and evaluate 

                                                 
8  Dominion uses this phrase as a licensing convention throughout the FSAR to introduce an FSAR section that does 

not incorporate the corresponding ESBWR DCD section verbatim.  In any such section, Dominion then provides 
the information that supplements or departs from the DCD. 

9  While the Board refers to both departures and supplements, only departures deviate from the design information 
in the DCD.   See note 6 supra.  Thus, any supplemental information in the FSAR cannot alter the estimated waste 
volumes in Table 11.4-2 of the DCD. 

10  DCD Table 11.4-2 is in fact introduced at the beginning of DCD § 11.4, prior to DCD subsections 11.4.1 and 
11.4.2.2.4.  Because the Amendment only provides additional text in FSAR subsections 11.4.1 and 11.4.2.2.4, it 
cannot have deviated from DCD Table 11.4-2.  Similarly, the Departures Report states that the departure affects 
Tier 2 information identified in FSAR §§ 11.4.1 and 11.4.2.2.4.  Again, because DCD Table 11.4-2 is presented 
in the DCD prior to these subsections, Dominion cannot have departed from this Table.   



 

9 

that deviation as a departure in the Departures Report.  Consequently, Dominion cannot have 

taken any departure from the waste volumes in the DCD. 

Under the NRC rules, the Commission treats as resolved those issues resolved in 

connection with the issuance of a design certification.  10 C.F.R. § 52.63(a)(5).  Further, the 

Commission has made it clear that any contention seeking to raise an issue on a design matter 

addressed in a design certification application should be resolved in the design certification 

rulemaking, not the COL proceeding.  Statement of Policy on Conduct of New Reactor 

Licensing Proceedings, 73 Fed. Reg. 20,963, 20,972 (Apr. 17, 2008).   

Consequently, the Board’s conclusion that “BREDL might be able to show lack of 

compliance with the requirement that Dominion accurately explain the ‘quantities of radioactive 

materials expected to be produced in the operation’ of North Anna Unit 3” (LBP-09-27 at 27) is 

not a cognizable issue in this proceeding.  Those quantities are specified in Table 11.4-2 of the 

DCD, which Dominion’s Application has incorporated without departure, and therefore they are 

not subject to challenge in this proceeding.  Similarly, because Dominion has not departed from 

the waste volumes in the DCD, there is no basis for the Board’s conclusion that “if Dominion has 

underestimated waste volumes, this raises the question whether Dominion will “control[] and 

limit[] radioactive effluents and radiation exposures within the limits set forth in [10 C.F.R. Part 

20].”  Id. (emphasis added; footnote omitted).  Therefore, the Board’s determination that BREDL 

had presented a genuine dispute on a material issue, which rested entirely on the two conclusions 

above, is not supportable.  Moreover, any suggestion by BREDL that North Anna Unit 3 might 

generate more waste than estimated in DCD Table 11.4-2 would be a direct challenge to the 

ESBWR DCD. 
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Nor is there any other basis on which BREDL’s fuel performance claim could be deemed 

material.  Dominion’s Amendment does not purport to adjust the estimated waste volumes based 

on waste minimization.11  In fact, it specifically states that the Class B and C waste storage 

capacity does not credit waste minimization techniques and methods other then dewatering. 

Amended FSAR § 11.4.1.  Therefore, even if fuel performance were considered part of 

Dominion’s waste minimization plan as the Board has assumed, it has no bearing on the 

accuracy of Dominion’s ten-year storage capacity estimate. 

Moreover, whether any additional storage duration could be achieved through improved 

fuel performance is immaterial, because Dominion’s Storage Plan provides that if additional 

storage capacity for Class B and C waste is required, further temporary storage would be 

developed in accordance with NUREG-0800, Standard Review Plan § 11.4, Appendix 11.4-A.  

The Board held that BREDL has not controverted Dominion’s plan to build additional storage 

capacity if necessary, so that storage capacity will be available throughout the license term.  

LBB-09-37 at 32-33.  The Board held that BREDL does not point out any unresolved safety 

questions concerning such additional capacity.  Id. at 33.  Consequently, even if fuel 

performance achieves nothing, there would still be no material safety issue with Dominion’s 

storage plan.   

In sum, since there is no dispute that additional storage can be added when needed 

without any unresolved safety questions, whether or not good fuel performance would lengthen 
                                                 
11  Indeed, as the Board observes elsewhere in its decision, Dominion’s Storage Plan does not rely on improved fuel 

efficiency to support the claim that the reconfigured Radwaste Building will accommodate ten years of Class B 
and C wastes.  LBP-09-27 at 21.  Dominion’s Amendment does not attempt to quantify any specific extension in 
the Unit 3 storage capacity that might be achieved through waste minimization.  The purpose of the discussion of 
waste minimization in the Amendment is not to alter the estimated waste volumes or the corresponding 10-year 
storage duration credited in the FSAR, but rather to make a responsible, operational commitment to implement 
measures to reduce the generation of Class B and C waste if an offsite disposal facility is not available.  COL 
applicants may be deterred from making such a commitment if it opens the waste volume estimates in the DCD to 
challenge. 
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the period before additional storage capacity is needed is simply not a material issue.  The 

Commission has defined a “material” issue as meaning one where “resolution of the dispute 

would make a difference in the outcome of the licensing proceeding.”  54 Fed. Reg. 33,168, 

33,172 (Aug. 11, 1989).  Similarly, this Board has held that, to be material, an issue must be “of 

possible significance to the result of the proceeding.”  North Anna, LBP-08-15, 68 N.R.C. at 315 

(footnote omitted).  The issue of whether or not good fuel performance would lengthen the time 

period before additional storage capacity is needed does not meet this standard. 

Finally, the Board erred in concluding that good fuel performance is part of Dominion’s 

waste minimization plan.  The Amendment states that “[t]his plan will consider strategies to 

reduce generation of Class B and C waste, including reducing the in-service run length of resin 

beds, as well as resin selection, short-loading, and point of generation segregation techniques.”   

Amended FSAR § 11.4.1.  It does not state that good fuel performance is part of this plan.  Nor is 

it reasonable to view fuel performance as part of a waste minimization plan.  The U.S. nuclear 

power industry has an established goal to which every nuclear plant operator is committed to 

achieve zero fuel failures.12  Thus, design and operational measures to avoid fuel leakage will be 

implemented regardless of whether a disposal site for Class B and C waste is available.  In sum, 

the statement concerning fuel performance in the Amendment is nothing more than an 

observation of the obvious – that good fuel performance will extend storage capacity – and not a 

commitment to take any additional measures. 

IV.  REQUEST TO HOLD DISCLOSURE IN ABEYANCE 

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.336, disclosures relevant to the newly admitted contention are 

due thirty days after the Board’s order admitting the contention, which would make such 
                                                 
12  See Electric Power Research Institute, The Path to Zero Fuel Defects; EPRI Fuel Reliability Guidelines (2008), 

available at http://mydocs.epri.com/docs/public/FRP%20Exec%20Sum1c.pdf.   
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disclosures due on December 28, 2009.  To avoid burdening the parties with the disclosure 

obligations over the holidays, and to avoid the burden of disclosures that may be unnecessary, 

Dominion requests that (1) the parties’ disclosure obligations relating to Contention 10 be held in 

abeyance until the Board rules on this motion, and (2) if Dominion’s motion is denied, that initial 

disclosure on the admitted contention would then be due at the end of the first full month after 

the Board’s ruling. 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board should grant Dominion leave to file this motion and, 

upon reconsideration, should reject the admitted portion of Contention 10. 

CERTIFICATION 

As required by 10 C.F.R. § 2.323(b), counsel for Dominion certifies that he has consulted 

with the other parties in a sincere effort to resolve the issues raised in this motion.  The NRC 

Staff has indicated that it will determine its position after it has the opportunity to review the 

motion.  BREDL has indicated that it would not support the motion. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
/signed electronically by David R. Lewis/ 
David R. Lewis 
Stefanie M. Nelson 
Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP 
2300 N Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20037 
 
Lillian M. Cuoco 
Senior Counsel 
Dominion Resources Services, Inc. 
120 Tredegar Street, RS-2  
Richmond, VA 23219  
 
Counsel for Dominion 

Dated:  December 7, 2009



 

 
 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board 
 

In the Matter of    ) 
      ) Docket No. 52-017-COL 
Dominion Virginia Power, et al.  )  
      ) ASLBP No. 08-863-01-COL 
North Anna Power Station, Unit 3  ) 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that a copy the foregoing “Dominion’s Motion for Reconsideration of LBP-09-
27 and Request to Hold Disclosure in Abeyance,” dated December 7, 2009, was provided to the 
Electronic Information Exchange for service to those individuals on the service list in this 
proceeding, this 7th day of December, 2009. 
 
Ronald M. Spritzer, Esq., Chair 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel 
Mail Stop - T-3 F23 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
E-mail: rms4@nrc.gov  
 

Dr. Richard F. Cole 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel 
Mail Stop - T-3 F23 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
E-mail: rfc1@nrc.gov  
 

Dr. Alice C. Mignerey 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel 
Mail Stop - T-3 F23 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
E-mail: acm3@nrc.gov  
 

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq. 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel 
Mail Stop - T-3 F23 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
E-mail: rsnthl@comcast.net  

Secretary 
Att’n:  Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff 
Mail Stop O-16 C1 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
E-mail: secy@nrc.gov ; hearingdocket@nrc.gov  
 

Office of Commission Appellate 
Adjudication 
Mail Stop O-16 C1 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
E-mail: ocaamail@nrc.gov  
 



 

14 
 

Louis A. Zeller 
Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League 
P.O. Box 88 
Glendale Springs, NC 28629 
E-mail: BREDL@skybest.com  
 

Robert M. Weisman, Esq. 
Sarah B. Kirkwood, Esq. 
Jody C. Martin, Esq. 
Office of the General Counsel 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
E-mail: Robert.Weisman@nrc.gov;  
Sara.Kirkwood@nrc.gov; 
Jody.Martin@nrc.gov  
 

North Carolina Utilities Commission 
Louis S. Watson, Jr. 
Senior Staff Attorney 
4325 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699-4325 
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