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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE COMMISSION

In the Matter of Docket No. 52-011-ESP

SOUTHERN NUCLEAR OPERATING CO.

(Early Site Permit for Vogtle ESP Site) July 15, 2009

JOINT INTERVENORS’ PETITION FOR REVIEW OF
THE FIRST PARTIAL INITIAL DECISION (CONTESTED PROCEEDING)

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.1212 and 2.341, Cehter for a Sustainable Coast, Savannah
Riverkeeper, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Atlanta Women’s Action for New Directions,
and Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (collectively, “Joint Intervenors™), each of which
has intervened in the above-captioned Early Site Permit (“ESP”) proceeding, hereby petition this
Commission to review the First Partial Initial Decision (Contested Hearing) served June 22, 2009
(the “Decision”) by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (the “Board”). As explained below,
the Decision, in which the Board erroneously resolved environmental contentions 1.2 and 6.0
(“EC 1.2” and “EC 6.0”, respectively) on the merits in favor of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission staff (the “staff’) and Southern Nuclear Operating Company (“SNC”), constitutes a
departure from established law, raises important questions of law and policy, and relies on a
record that unfairly omits Joint Intervenors’ concerns regarding cumulative impacts. In
accordance with 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4), these substantial issues and errors warrant review.

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

On August 14, 2006, SNC submitted an ESP application to the Commission for two

additional reactors at the existing Vogtle Electric Generating Plant (“VEGP”) site near
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Waynesboro, Georgia. In response to this application, the Commission published a notice of
hearing and opportunity to petition for leave to intervene.! Pursuant to this notice, on December
11, 2006, Joint Intervenors (then Joint Petitioners) filed a request for hearing and petition to
intervene in the ESP proceeding, seeking to admit seven environmental cvontentions.2 On March
12, 2007, the Board issued a Memorandum and Order concluding that each of the Joint
Intervenors had established the requisite standing to intervene in the ESP proceeding, and
admitted a narrow version of EC 1.2 for hearing.’

Then, on October 17, 2007, SNC filed a motion seeking summary disposition of EC 1.2
in its favor on the merits;* the staff endorsed SNC’s request.” Joint Intervenors filed an answer
to the SNC dispositive motion on November 13, 2007, asserting that summary disposition was
inappropriate in this instance.® In response to Joint Intervenors’ answer, both SNC and the staff
filed motions to strike parts of Joint Intervenors’ response, alleging that the answer improperly
expanded the scope of the contention. Joint 1ntervenors opposed these motions.”

On January 15, 2008, the Board, agreeing with Joint Intervenors, upheld the contention
against the motion for summary disposition,® but limited the scope.’ Specifically, the Board

found that issues concerning cumulative impacts of water withdrawals by facilities on the

'71 Fed. Reg. 60,195 (Oct. 12, 2006).

2 See Petition for Intervention (Dec. 11, 2006).

* Board Memorandum and Order (Ruling on Standing and Contentions) (Mar. 12, 2007) (“Initial Ruling on
Contentions™) at 45, Appendix A. A narrow version of EC 1.3 was also admitted. However, EC 1.3 is not the
subject of this petition for review and accordingly will not be discussed herein.

4 See SNC Motion for Summary Disposition on Intervenors’ EC 1.2 (Cooling System Impacts on Aquatic
Resources) (Oct. 17, 2007); see also SNC Statement of Undisputed Facts in Support of Applicant’s Motion for
Summary Disposition of Intervenors’ EC 1.2 (Cooling System Impacts on Aquatic Resources) (Oct. 17, 2007).

° See NRC Staff Answer to SNC’s Motion for Summary Disposition of EC 1.2 (Oct. 29, 2007).

® See Joint Intervenors Answer Opposing SNC’s Motion for Summary Disposition of EC 1.2 (Nov. 13, 2007) (“JTI
Answer”).

7 See Intervenors Answer In Response To SNC and NRC Staff Motions TO Strike Portions Of Intervenors Answer
To Motion for Summary Disposition of EC 1.2 (Dec. 6, 2007).

¥ See In re S. Nuclear Operating Co., (Early Site Permit for Vogtle ESP Site), 67 NRC 54, 2008 NRC LEXIS 83,
ASLBP (Jan. 15, 2008).

’1d. at 83.
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Savannah River other than the existing and proposed Vogtle facilities were outside the scope of
EC 1.2."°

Then, on August 14, 2008, the staff issued the Final Environmental Impact Statement for
an ESP at the VEGP site (the “FEIS™).!! In light of the new information disclosed in the FEIS,
on September 23, 2008, Joint Intervenors submitted a motion (dated September 22, 2008) to
admit a new environmental contention, designated EC 6.0. 12 In an October 24, 2008
Memorandum and Order, the Board admitted EC 6.0."

As admitted and limited by the Board, the contentions provided:

EC 1.2. The FEIS fails to identify and consider direct, indirect, and cumulative

impingement/entrainment and thermal effluent discharge impacts of the proposed

cooling system intake and discharge structures on aquatic resources.

EC 6.0. Because Army Corps of Engineers (the “Corps”) dredging of the

Savannah River Federal navigation channel has potentially significant impacts on

the environment, the NRC staff’s conclusion, as set forth in the “Cumulative

Impacts” chapter of the FEIS, that such impacts would be moderate is

inadequately supported. Additionally, the FEIS fails to address adequately the

impacts of the Corps’ upstream reservoir operations as they support navigation, an
important aspect of the problem. '’

In preparation for the 10 C.F.R. Part 2, subpart L, informal evidentiary hearing on these
environmental contentions, Joint Intervenors, SNC, and the staff filed initial position statements
and pre-filed direct testimony, on January 9, 2009. In response to Joint Intervenors’ filing, SNC
and the staff filed in limine motions to strike portions of Joint Intervenors’ pre-filed direct

testimony and associated exhibits.'® The Board granted the motions in part, and struck certain

portions of the pre-filed direct testimony and exhibits, including EC 1.2 testimony and exhibits

'1d. at 78.

"' See NRC000001.

' See Joint Intervenors’ Motion to Admit New Contention (Sept. 22, 2008) (“Motion to Admit EC”).

1 See Board Memorandum and Order (Ruling on Motion to Admit New Contention) (Oct. 24, 2008) (“Ruling on
New Contention”) (unpublished) at 9, Appendix A.

' Initial Ruling on Contentions at 45, Appendix A.

'’ Ruling on New Contention at Appendix A.

' SNC’s Motion In Limine To Strike Testimony And Exhibits Filed By Joint Intervenors (Jan. 14, 2009); Staff
Motion In Limine To Exclude Portions Of Testimony And Exhibits Filed By Joint Intervenors (Jan. 14, 2009).
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regarding “‘cumulative water usage as it relates to water users other than SNC’s two existing and
two proposed Vogtle units.”"”

Then, on February 6, 2009, the parties filed their response statements and pre-filed
rebuttal testimony. On February 11, 2009, SNC and the staff filed in limine motions to strike
portions of Joint Intervenors’ pre-filed rebuttal testimony and associated exhibits.'® The Board
granted the motions in part, and stuck certain portions of the pre-filed rebuttal testimony exhibits,
again including EC 1.2 testimony and exhibits concerning the cumulative impacts of water
withdrawals by users other than SNC’s two existing and two proposed Vogtle units. "

On March 16-19, 2009, the Board held evidentiary hearings in Augusta, Georgia, on EC
1.2 and EC 6.0.° After the hearing, on April 8, 2009, the Board closed the evidentiary record
for the contested portion of the ESP proceeding.”!

Then, pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.1209 and the general schedule set forth in Appendix A to
the Board's November 13, 2008 Memorandum and Order,** on April 24, 2009, Joint Intervenors,
SNC, and the staff filed their proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law regarding EC 1.2
and EC 6.0.” Each party similarly filed reply findings of fact and conclusions of law on May 8,

2009.** On June 22, 2009, the Board issued its Decision, ruling on the merits of each contention

in favor of the staff and SNC.

17 Board Memorandum and Order (Ruling on In Limine Motions) (Jan. 26, 2009).

'8 SNC’s Motion In Limine (Feb. 11, 2009); Staff Motion In Limine To Exclude Portions Of Rebuttal Testimony
And Exhibits Filed By Joint Intervenors (Feb. 11, 2009).

' See Board Memorandum and Order (Ruling on In Limine Motions) (Feb. 23, 2009) (unpublished) at 3-6.

0 See Official Transcript of Proceedings Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“Tr.”) at 506-1660.

*! See Board Memorandum and Order (Transcript Corrections; Closing the Record of Contested Proceeding) (Apr.
8,2009) at 1-2 .

22 Board Memorandum and Order (Revised General Schedule) (Nov. 13, 2008).

3 See Joint Intervenor’s Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law (Apr. 24, 2009) (“JTI Proposed
Findings™); SNC Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law Regarding Environmental Contentions (Apr.
24,2009); Staff’s Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law Concerning Contested Environmental Matters
(Apr. 24, 2009) (“Staff Proposed Findings™).

* See Joint Intervenors’ Reply to NRC Staff Proposed Findings (May 8, 2009) (“JTI Reply to Staff Proposed
Findings™); SNC Reply Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law Regarding Environmental Contentions (May 8,
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LEGAL STANDARD FOR REVIEW OF BOARD DECISIONS

Partial initial decisions of the Board, including the Decision issued in the underlying ESP
proceeding, constitute “final orders” and are accordingly subject to appellate review.*
Participants in a proceeding before the Board have the right to petition the Commission for such
appellate review on any issue which they placed in controversy or sought to place in controversy
during the proceeding.*

Commission review of partial initial decisions is discretionary.”’ In determining whether
to grant, as a matter of discretion, a petition for review, 10 C.F.R. §2.341(b)(4) requires the
Commission to give due weight to the existence of a substantial question with respect to several
considerations, including:

(1) A necessary legal conclusion is without governing precedent or is a

departure from or contrary to established law;

(iii) A substantial and important question of law, policy, or discretion has been

raised;

v) Any other consideration which the Commission may deem to be in the

public interest.”®

In the interest of efficiency, the Commission has broadly interpreted the range of
“substantial questions” a petitioner may raise. In fact, petitioners are encouraged to assert “any

claims of error that relate to the subject matter of the partial initial decision, whether the specific

issue was admitted for the hearing or not, and without regard to whether the issue was originally

2009) (“SNC Reply Findings™); Staff’s Reply Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law Concerning Contested
Environmental Matters (May 8, 2009).

% In re Houston Lighting & Power Co. (Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1 & 2), ALAB-301, 2
N.R.C 853, 854 (1975) (holding that partial initial decisions which do not yet authorize construction activities
nevertheless may be significant and, therefore, are subject to appellate review).

% See generally In re Northern States Power Co. (Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant, Units 1 & 2), ALAB-252,
8 A.E.C. 1175, aff’d, CLI-75-1, 1 NRC 1 (1975) .

2710 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4); accord In re Private Fuel Storage, L.L.C. (Indep. Spent Fuel Storage Installation), CLI-
04-4, 59 N.R.C. 31, 35 (2004).

%10 C.F.R. §2.341(b)(4)(ii), (iii), and (v). See also In re Private Fuel Storage, L.L.C. (Indep. Spent Fuel Storage
Installation), 59 NRC 351 (2000).
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designated a separate “contention” or a “basis” for a contention.”*’ In asserting such claims, the
petition for review must contain:

() A concise summary of the decision or action of which review is sought;

(i) A statement (including record citation) where the matters of fact or law

raised in the petition for review were previously raised before the pres1d1ng

officer and, if they were not, why they could not be raised;

(iil) A concise statement why in the petitioner’s view the decision or action is

erroneous; and

(iv) A concise statement why Commission review should be exercised.*

Upon granting a petition for review, the Commission must consider the admitted claims
and the underlying Board decision. And, after giving the decision the probative force it
“intrinsically commands,” the Commission may reject the Board’s findings and conclusions if
the “record compels a different result.””*' Moreover, the Commission may reject the underlying
decision if the Board failed “to articulate in reasonable detail the basis for the course of action
chosen.”?

DISCUSSION

I. 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(2)(i): SUMMARY OF THE DECISIONS
REGARDING EC 1.2 AND EC 6.0 OF WHICH REVIEW IS SOUGHT

Regarding EC 1.2, the Board entered judgment on the merits in the favor of the staff and
SNC. In reaching this decision, the Board ruled that the staff’s conclusion in the FEIS that
impacts associated with operation of Units 3 and 4, including cumulative impacts, would be

SMALL was supported by the record.?

% In re Private Fuel Storage, 59 N.R.C. at 353.

010 C.FR. § 2.341(b)(2).

3! In re Niagara Mohawk Power Co. (Nine Mile Point Nuclear Station, Unit 2), ALAB-264, 1 N.R.C. 347, 357
(1975).

32 In re Public Serv. Co. of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units 1 & 2), 6 N.R.C. 33, 41 (1977) (internal
quotations omitted); accord Greater Boston Television Corp. v. F.C.C., 444 F.2d 841, 851, (U.S. App. D.C. 1970)
(providing the Board must clearly articulate reasons for its decision without unreasonable discrimination, identify
crucial facts, and assure the agency’s policies effectuate general standards).

3 Decision at 5.1.
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Regarding EC 6.0, the Board entered judgment on the merits in favor of the staff and
SNC. In reaching this decision, the Board concluded

(1) [the staff’s review process and discussion of potential dredging-related
impacts satisfied its obligation under NEPA] . . . given the information that it had
when the FEIS was issued; [and] (3) if SNC determines that dredging will be
necessary to transport heavy construction components to the VEGP site and it
decides either to request that [the Corps] resume maintenance dredging or to
request a permit, more information likely will be provided and more studies likely
will be conducted, and this information likely will be incorporated into any
environmental review document produced by [the Corps], which would become
available .and inform a [Corps] decision on the dredging or the staff’s NEPA
decision relating to this SNC ESP application, or the pending SNC [combined
‘license] application for Vogtle Units 3 and 4, depending on its availability.**

II. THE BOARD’S DECISION TO ENTER

JUDGMENT FOR EC 1.2 IN FAVOR OF THE STAFF
AND SNC SHOULD BE REVIEWED BY THE COMMISSION.

As further explained below, the Board’s decision to exclude Joint Intervenors’ evidence
and testimony in support of EC 1.2 regarding cumulative impacts of withdrawals other than
those relating to the existing and proposed Vogtle facilities was incorrect as a matter of law.
Accordingly, this petition for review should be granted pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4)(ii).
Further, as the scope of a cumulative impacts analysis is an important question that will be
recurrently raised in forthcoming ESP and combined license (“COL”) proceedings, thisv petition
for review should be granted pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4)(iii). Additionally, the Board
unfairly denied Joint Intervenors the opportunity to place evidence in the record regarding
withdrawals other than those from the proposed and existing Votgle Units. Thus, as a matter of

equity and pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4)(v), this petition for review should be granted.*

*1d. at 5.3.
* See 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(2)(iii)
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A. 10 C.F.R. 2.341(b)(2)(i1): Joint Intervenors have repeatedly asserted that the
staff’s cumulative impacts analysis fails to take into account impacts related to
other withdrawals.

Joint Intervenors have repeatedly challenged the deficient consideration of the impacts of

“other facilities currently operating along the river”*®

in connection with the proposed and
existing Vogtle units.*” Initially, in their Petition for Intervention, Joint Intervenors challenged
SNC'’s environmental report (“ER”) because it failed to “evaluate impacts from the new effluent
discharge combined with the existing discharge and other sources of pollution in the area.”
Despite this assertion, the Board held that Joint Intervenors’ discussion of withdrawals other than
those associated with the proposed and existing Vogtle units was outside the scope of EC 1.2.%°
Although both the staff and SNC proceeded to discuss these “other withdrawals”
- throughout the ESP proceeding,*’ arguments, testimony, and evidence proffered by Joint
Intervenors in their summary disposition answer, ' their prefiled direct testimony and supporting

affidavits,*? and prefiled rebuttal testimony*® were nevertheless excluded from the record and,

. . 44
therefore, removed from the Board’s consideration.

% Decision at 4.112. i

*7 See 10 C.F.R. §2.341(b)(2)(ii).

3 Petition for Intervention (Dec. 11, 2006) at 13. (emphasis added).

% See Board Memorandum and Order (Ruling on Dispositive Motion and Associated Motions to Strike Regarding
EC 1.2) (Jan. 15, 2008) (“Ruling on Motion to Strike EC 1.2”) at 25.

“ See, e.g., SNC Reply Findings at 11-13 (stating, “the FEIS clearly demonstrates the staff’s consideration of past
impacts of the SRS™); Staff Proposed Finding at 34 (citing past river sampling, “which indicates that historic
operations of the SRS intake did not have discernable impact on fish species™); see also SNC’s Initial Statement of
Position on Intervenors’ EC1.2 (Jan. 9, 2009) at 17; ESP Hearing Tr. at 698-99 (March 16, 2009); Staff Initial
Statement of Position on Joint Intervenors’ Contentions EC 1.2, EC 1.3, and EC 1.6 (Jan. 9, 2009) at 19-20, 24-25
and Attach. 2 at 17.

1 JTI Answer at 18-19 (providing that “The DEIS does not address cumulative impacts adequately™).

“2 See Prefiled Direct Testimony of Barry W. Sulkin in Support of EC 1.2 (Jan. 9, 2009) (statement concerning the
failure of the cumulative impacts analysis to analyze “the total impact of all the withdrawals combined with the new
Units” stricken from record); Affidavit of Young in Support of JTI Answer (Nov. 13, 2007), JTI000003 (statement
regarding cumulative impacts of “other withdrawals occurring in the Savannah River” stricken from record);
Declaration of Young in Support of Joint Intervenors’ Petition for Intervention (Dec. 11, 2006), JTI000005
(statement regarding “cumulative impacts from the multitude of water users in the Middle Savannah River Basin”
stricken from record); Affidavit of Sulkin in Support of JTI Answer (Nov. 9, 2007) at 7 4, 22-24, JTI000031
(statements regarding “future increases of withdrawals from the Savannah River” stricken from record).
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B. 10 C.F.R.§ 2.341(b)(4)(11): The Board’s decision to exclude Joint Intervenors’
testimony and evidence regarding certain impacts 1s contrary to established law.

The Board’s exclusion of Joint Intervenors’ testimony and evidence regarding the
cumulative impacts of other withdrawals on the Savannah River is contrary to NEPA and the
corresponding NRC regulations. By definition, a cumulative impacts analysis includes all past,
present and reasonably foreseeable future actions.*’ The withdrawals on the Savannah River
other than those relating to the existing and proposed Vogtle sites remain relevant as past and
present actions, and their impacts must be given adequate consideration in a cumulative impacts
analysis. The Board erred in excluding Joint Intervenors’ evidence and testimony on this matter.

1. ~ NEPA requires a “hard look” at all collectively significant impacts.

As Joint Intervenors, SNC, and the staff have all previously noted, the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (“NEPA”)* and the corresponding NRC regulations*’ require
the Commission to take a “hard look” at the cumulative impacts of a proposed action. The
purpose of NEPA is to require a sufficiently detailed statement of relevant environmental
considerations that were given a ‘hard look’ by the agency, and thereby to permit informed
public comment and agency decision-making on the proposed action.”*® Although this “hard
look” is tempered by a “rule of reason,” the rule does not wholly negate an agency’s obligation
to address cumulative impacts within its environmental impact statement.*” Rather, while the

rule of reason may limit the scope of the cumulative impacts analysis, NEPA nevertheless

* Prefiled Rebuttal Testimony of Barry W. Sulkin Concerning Contention EC 1.2 (Feb. 6, 2009) (statements
regarding the “impossib[ility] to say anything definitive about the cumulative impacts of entrainment without
knowing something about the current withdrawal rates at the SRS, D-Area Powerhouse, as well as other major
withdrawals in the Savannah River Basin” stricken from record).

% See Ruling on Motion to Strike EC 1.2 at 25; Memorandum and Order (Ruling on In Limine Motions) (Jan. 26,
2009) at 3; Memorandum and Order (Ruling on In Limine Motions) (Feb. 23, 2009) at 3.

* See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. '

%42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq.

710 C.F.R. Parts 51 and 52.

“ Lands Council v. Powell, 395 F.3d 1019, 1027 (9th Cir. 2005).

%40 C.F.R. § 1508.25.
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requires analysis of cumulative impacts that are reasonably foreseeable or have some likelihood
of occurring.*

40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 defines “cumulative impact” as “the impact on the environment
which results from the incremental impact of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions. . . . Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time.” Courts have applied this statutory definition
broadly.51 Any past action, even those actions which ceased years prior to the proposed action,
must be evaluated and their present impacts taken into consideration in a cumulative impacts
analysis.”> By looking at all the impacts together, an agency can appreciate that the cumulative
impact of actions is often greater than the sum of all individual impacts. Even the addition of
one more small action “may represent the straw that breaks the back of the environmental
camel.”>

2. Well-establ_ished law requires consideration of the impacts concerning
withdrawals other than the existing and proposed Vogtle units.

In their Petition for Intervention, Joint Intervenors structured EC 1.2 to include a

challenge to the adequacy of the cumulative impacts analysis in the FEIS. By definition, a

%® See In re Long Island Lighting Co. (Shoreham Nuclear Power Station), ALAB-156, 6 A.E.C. 831, 836 (1973); see
also 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25 (defining the “scope” of an environmental impact statement as including, “cumulative
actions, which when viewed without other proposed actions have cumulatively significant impacts and therefore
should be discussed in the same impact statement.”).

5! See, e.g., Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition v. Hurst, 604 F. Supp. 2d 860 (S.D. W. Va. 2009); Grand Canyon
Trust v. FAA, 290 F.3d 339 (D.C. Cir. 2002); Mountaineers v. U.S. Forest Service, 445 F. Supp. 2d 1235 (D. Wash.
2006).

52 Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition, 604 F. Supp. 2d at 885 (holding that the present impact of a past action is
relevant to a cumulative analysis). See also Land Council, 395 F.3d at 1028 (providing that “the general rule under
NEPA is that, in assessing cumulative effects, the environmental impact statement must give a sufficiently detailed
catalogue of past, present, and future projects, and provide adequate analysis about how these projects, and
differences between the projects, are thought to have impacted the environment”).

%3 Grand Canyon Trust, 290 F.3d at 343, quoting Hanly v. Kleindienst, 471 F.2d 823, 831 (2d Cir. 1972).

10
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cumulative impacts analysis requires consideration of “the incremental impact of an action, when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.”>*

The Board misunderstood the import of this definition. In trying to justify its seemingly
arbitrary narrowing of the scope of “cumulative impacts” to exclude consideration of all actions
other than those occurring at Plant Vogtle,> the Board stated

_ the fact that, as the -staff recognized in the FEIS, there are various existing
facilities making withdrawals from the river does not, under the NEPA rule of
reason, automatically compel an extensive analysis of how each facility
withdrawing water upstream of the proposed Vogtle Units 3 and 4 interacts with

the Savannah River environment.’

While this may be true, NEPA and the.rule of reason require consideration of cumulative impacts
in the FEIS, and thus at least some consideration of the impacts of surrounding facilities is
required. The degree of this consideration has been discussed by several courts. Consistently,
these courts have found that, more than being perfunctory, environmental impacts statements
must provide a “useful analysis of the cumulative impacts of past, present, and future projects.””’
Thus, “[c]onsideration of cumulative impacts requires some quantified or detailed information . .
. general statements about ‘possible’ effects and ‘some risk’ do not constitute a ‘hard look’
absent a justification regarding why more definitive information could not be provided.”®
However, Joint Intervenors were not permitted to discuss the extent of the staff’s cumulative
impacts analysis. Rather, because the Board incorrectly limited the scope of the definition of

cumulative impacts, all discussion by Joint Intervenors of the impacts of neighboring facilities —

no matter how foreseeable — was completely prohibited.

40 C.FR. §1508.7.

5% See Decision at 2.8.

%6 See Decision at 4.113. (emphasis added).

7 See, e.g., Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800, 810 (9th Cir. 1999) (citing City of
Carmel-By-The-Sea v. U.S. Dep’t of Transp., 123 F.3d 1142, 1160 (9th Cir. 1997)).

8 Kern v. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, 284 F.3d 1062, 1075 (9th Cir. 2002) (citing Neighbors of Cuddy
Mountain v. U.S. Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372, 1379-80 (9th Cir. 1998)).

11



Case: 09-1262  Document: 1220732  Filed: 12/14/2009  Page: 18

Indeed, by using the term “cumulative impacts,” EC 1.2 on its face questioned the
adequacy of the impacts analysis of nearby facilities; based on use of that term alone, Joint
Intervenors should have been permitted to discuss the impacts of all foreseeable sources of
pollution in the vicinity of Plant Vogtle. However, Joint Intervenors did not exclusively rely on
the statutory definition of cumulative impacts. Rather, Joint Intervenors expressly pleaded that
“[t]he ER‘does not evaluate cumulative impacts from the new effluent discharge combined with
the existing discharge and other sources of pollution in the area.”> Despite their use of the term
“cumulative impacts” and Joint Intervenors’ statements in their Petition for Intervention
supporting this definition, the Board nevertheless limited the scope of EC 1.2 to exclude from
consideration withdrawals from sources other than Plant Vogtle.®® Such exclusion was incorrect
as a matter of law.®’

Even assuming, for the sake of argument, that the Board’s limitation of the scope of EC
1.2 was initially correct, both the staff and SNC repeatedly discussed “other withdrawals”
throughout the ESP proceeding,®® and such discussion necessarily opened the door for Joint
Intervenors’ response.®> The Board’s continual refusal to allow Joint Intervenors to respond to
arguments made by the staff and SNC is a disconcerting departure from cleaﬂy established
law. %

Finally, and perhaps most egregiously, after refusing to introduce Joint Intervenors’

testimony and evidence regarding “other withdrawals” despite Joint Intervenors’ initial pleading

% Petition for Intervention at 13. (emphasis added).

% See Ruling on Motion to Strike EC 1.2 at 25.

8 See 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4)(ii).

%2 See n.40. :

5 See In re Entergy Nuclear Generation Co. (Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station), 50-293-LR, 2008 NRC LEXIS 69,
ASLBP (Mar. 24, 2008) (The NRC Atomic Safety and Licensing Board denied an in limine motion to exclude
evidence that by itself appeared to be irrelevant because it was relevant when considered in combination with other
evidence — the determination of whether evidence is admissible needs to take the record into consideration as a
whole as opposed to the contested evidence in isolation).

* See, e.g., id.

12
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and repeated attempts to respond to the staff and SNC testimony, the Board held that, based on
the record, Joint Intervenors’ argument that the withdrawals of other facilities — including the
SRS — could be significant, remained unsubstantiated. For example, the Board noted,

on the record before us [we are not] able to agree with Joint Intervenors apparent
suggestion that SRS impingement and entrainment impacts were, and continue to
be, a primary source of very significant negative impacts for the Savannah River
environs at issue here so that the SRS facility, in combination with the existing
VEGP facility and the additional ‘straw’ afforded by the proposed new units, will
result in serious environmental damage.®’

The Board further held:

Finally, we see no basis for a ruling in Joint Intervenors favor on the question of
the adequacy of the staff’s analysis of the cumulative impacts associated with
impingement/entrainment/thermal discharge given that Joint Intervenors concerns
rest in large measure upon a view of the ecological health of the Savannah River
that fails to account for or recognize that cooling water needs of the former SRS
production reactors, albeit substantial, have not been a factor impacting the river
for a number of years.*®

Such conclusions are remarkable, given that Joint Intervnors were repeatedly denied the
opportunity to introduce into the record any testimony or evidence to the contrary. The Board
cannot rest its Decision on a record that purposefully excluded any input from Joint Intervenors
regarding the impacts of SRS or other Savannah River actors.

C. 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4)(111): The scope of a cumulative impacts analysis is an
important question that will be raised in numerous ESP and COL proceedings

going forward.

The adequacy of the cumulative impacts analysis in an FEIS is an issue that will arise in
numerous ESP and COL proceedings. Future petitioners, applicants, and the staff need to have a

clear understanding of the extent of analysis required. The Commission’s review of the Decision

% Decision at n.33.

86 1d. at 4.116. See also id. at 4.115 (“Thus, whether viewed in terms of rare or populous species, we are unable to
find on this record that there has been ‘a stone left unturned’ such that the NEPA cumulative impacts analysis in this
instance is deficient in assessing whether the proposed new units will provide the proverbial ‘straw’ about which
Joint Intervenors are concerned.”)

13
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will give these parties the clarification needed to ensure the NEPA “hard look™ requirement is
satisfied.

D. 10 C.F.R § 2.341(b)(4)(v): As a matter of fairness, Joint Intervenors should have
had the opportunity to raise questions regarding the adequacy of the cumulative
impacts analysis as it relates to withdrawals other than those from the proposed
and existing Vogtle units.

As é matter of fairness, Joint Intervenors should have had the opportunity to raise issues
concerning the staff’s cumulative impacts analysis as it relates to withdrawals other than those
from the proposed and existing Vogtle units. Notably, both the staff and the SNC had the
opport;lnity to discuss the impacts of SRS and other facilities on the Savannah River.®” Based on
the evidence and testimony introduced by the staff and SNC regarding these impacts, the Board
held that the record did not support Joint Intervenors’ argument that the impacts of Units 3 and 4,
when viewed in connection with the impacts of éurrounding facilities, could be significant.®®
Equity demands that Joint Intervenors be given an opportunity to introduce evidence to support
their atrgument.69

E. 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(2)(iv): Summary

Because of the foregoing reasons, as set forth in 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4)(ii), (iii), and (v),
the Commission should grant this petition for review.

III.  THE BOARD’S DECISION TO ENTER JUDGMENT FOR EC 6.0 IN FAVOR OF
THE STAFF AND SNC SHOULD BE REVIEWED BY THE COMMISSION.

In entering judgment for the staff and SNC and holding EC 6.0 resolved without further
analysis, the Board erred as a matter of law.” First, the Board erred in determining that the

direct impacts of dredging need not be considered in the FEIS, which is contrary to the plain

% See n.40; see also FEIS at 7-5.

%8 Decision at n.33; see also Decision at 4.116.

% See generally Ohio Valley Coalition v. Hurst, 604 F. Supp. 2d 860 (S.D.W. Va. 2009).
" See Decision at 5.3, 6.1(B).

14
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language of 40 C.F.R. § 1508, promulgated to ensure compliance with NEPA."! Seéond, the
Board erred in concluding that the Commission’s NEPA obligations are fulfilled by deference to
a non-existent analysis that may be performed by the Corps sometime in the future.”” Because
the determinations on both of these issues run counter to regulations and established law, and
these issues will likely be raised in future proceedings, the Commission should exercise is
discretion pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.341(b)(4)(ii) and (iii) to review the Decision.”

A. 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4)(i1): The Board’s conclusion that the direct impacts of
dredging need not be considered is contrary to established law.

The Board erred in concluding that only a cumulative impacts analysis of dredging was
necessary, and the Board’s refusal to consider the direct impacts of dredging runs counter to
established law. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. §1508.25, actions connected to the proposed agency
action, as well as all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, must be included in the
environmental impact statement. Accordingly, the Commission should exercise its discretion to
review the Decision.”

1. 10 CFR § 2.341(b)(2)(ii): Joint Intervenors have repeatedly asserted that
NEPA requires consideration of all impacts of dredging.

Throughout the ESP proceeding, Joint Intervenors raised the issue of the staff’s failure to
consider all impacts of dredging, including direct impacts, in the ER and later in the FEIS.”
This issue was first raised in Joint Intervenors’ Motion to Admit a New Contention.” It was

then raised in both Joint Intervenors’ Re-revised Initial Written Statement of Position and Pre-

™ See Decision at 5.3; section IILA., supra.

72 See Decision at 5.3; section IILB., supra.

10 C.F.R. §§ 2.341(b)(4)(ii) and (iii); see also 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(2)(iii)
10 C.F.R. §2.341(b)(4)(ii).

7> See 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(2)(ii).

76 See Joint Intervenors’ Motion to Admit a New Contention at 4-5.

15
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filed Direct Testimony’’ and Joint Intervenors’ Revised Response Statement and Pre-filed
Rebiittal Testimony.”® Finally, the issue was raised in both Joint Intervenors’ Proposed Findings
of Fact and Conclusions of Law’® and the Joint Intervenors’ Reply to NRC Staff’s and Southern
Nuclear Operating Company’s Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law.*

2. NEPA requires a “hard look’ at connected actions and their direct impacts.

NEPA requires an agency to take a “hard look™ at the possible environmental impacts of
a propoéed action.®' As previously explained, this “hard look” is tempered by a “rule of reason.”
Although the “rule of reason” allows for exclusion from consideration those impacts that are
mere possibilities unlikely to occur as a result of the proposed activity, it does not excuse an
agency from addressing impacts of connected actions, reasonable alternatives, and the direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts of these actions and alternatives in an environmental impact .

statement. 82

3. Well-established law requires consideration of dredging as a connected
' action, as well as the direct. indirect, and cumulative impacts of such an
action.

The Board stated in the Decision “each type of action and each type of impact has its own
independent significance.”® Despite this pronouncement, the Board arbitrarily concluded that a
direct impacts analysis of dredging was not required simply because a cumulative impacts
analysis had already been conducted.** Such a conclusion not only runs counter to the Board’s

own language quoted above, but also runs counter to clearly established law. 40 C.F.R.

77 See Joint Intervenors’ Re-Revised Initial Written Statement of Position and Pre-Filed Direct Testimony (Feb. 13,
2009) (“JTI Re-Revised Statement™) at 19-22 .

7 See Joint Intervenors' Revised Response Statement and Pre-Filed Rebuttal Testimony (Mar. 2, 2009) (“JTI
Revised Response™) at 31-34 .

7 See JTI Proposed Findings at 33-36.

%0 See Joint Intervenors’ Reply to Staff Proposed Findings (May 8, 2009) (“JTI Reply to Staff Proposed Findings™)
at 13-17.

¥ See La. Energy Servs., L.P. (Claiborne Enrichment Ct.), CLI-98-3, 47 N.R.C. 77, 87-88 (1998).

8240 C.FR. § 1508.25.

% See Decision at 4.225.

84 See id.

16
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§1508.25 provides that “agencies shall consider 3 types of actions, 3 types of alternatives, and 3
types of impacts.” (emphasis added). Actions that must be considered include “connected
actions,” and impacts that must be considered include “direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts.”85 Thus, if dredging is an action connected to issuance of the ESP, the regulations
require all three types of impacts arising from dredging to be considered.®® Accordingly, the
Board was obligated to consider whether dredging was in fact a connected action prior to
dete@ining the impact analysis necessary."’

This obligation to consider direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of connected actions
cannot be dismissed through mischaracterization of Joint Intervenors’ argument. The Board
mistakenly claimed Joint Intervenors asserted that a “direct impacts analysis should have been
performed in lieu of a cumulative impﬁcts analysis.”® Instead, what Joint Intervenors repeatedly
argued was that all impacts must be considered.®

Dredging the federal navigation channel and the issuance of the ESP are connected
actions. Thus, the Board erred in concluding that only a cumulative impacts analysis was
necessary when the Counsel on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) regulations require analysis of

direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of such an action.

% See 40 C.F.R. §1508.25.

5 See generally id.; see also Decision at 4.223, “an agency EIS must consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of an action.” .

% Regardless of whether dredging is defined as a connected action, it must necessarily be considered under both
direct and indirect impacts analysis. As defined in the Decision, this analysis includes actions “caused by the federal
action, and occurring at the same time and place as that action” and those that are “reasonably foreseeable.” See
Decision at 4.223.

¥ See Decision at 4.225.

% See Motion to Admit EC (Sept. 22, 2008) at 4-5, JTI Re-Revised Statement at 19-21, JTI Revised Response(Mar.
2,2009) at 31-34 , JTI Proposed Findings (Apr. 24, 2009) at 33-36.

17
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B. 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4)(ii): The Board erred in concluding that the staff’s NEPA
obligations could be satisfied by future environmental impacts analysis that may
be conducted by the Corps.

The Board erred when it concluded that studies which may be conducted by the Corps
sometime in the future were enough to satisfy the staff’s current obligation to assess
environmental impacts of dredging the federal navigation channel under NEPA.*® As discussed
below, and as previously argued by Joint Intervenors, deference to a non-existent impacts
analysis is contrary to established caselaw, the Commission’s own regulations promulgated to
ensure compliance with NEPA, and the Memorandum of Understanding between the Corps and
the Commission governing cooperation during agency actions. Further, the extent and ménner of
agency deference is likely to be raised in numerous proceedings going forward. The Decision is
thus appropriate for review by the Commission under 10 C.F.R. §2.341(b)(4)(ii) and (iii).

1. 10 C.E.R. § 2.341(b)(2)(ii): Joint Intervenors have repeatedly made

arguments that the staff’s NEPA obligations could not be satisfied by
future Corps analysis.

Joint Intervenors have repeatedly made arguments against the improper deference in the
FEIS by the staff to future analysis by the Corps regarding impacts relating to dredging of the
federal navigation channel.”’ Further, Joint Intervenors have previously argued that due to this

deference, the staff has performed no meaningful NEPA analysis to date.”> Additionally, Joint

 See Decision at 4.264 and 5.3 (“[I]f SNC determines that dredging will be necessary . . . more information will
likely be provided and more studies will likely be conducted, and this information likely will be incorporated into
any environmental review document produced by USACE.”).

°! See Motion to Admit EC (Sept. 22, 2008) at p. 7 (deference is not correct where an environmental impact
statement does not already exist); JTI Re-Revised Statement at pp. 20-22 (NRC’s NEPA obligations cannot be
satisfied by reliance on a non-existing impact analysis to be performed by another agency); JTI Revised Response at
p. 32 (deference to the Corps by NRC is incorrect as a matter of law); see also Bailey Pre-Filed Direct Testimony, for
EC 6.0 (stating that the Corps has yet to complete an environmental study).

%2 See JTI Reply to Staff Proposed Findings at § 49. See also FEIS at 7-20 (“Specifics of the project would be
provided by the Corps’ assessment to fulfill the NEPA requirement”); Joint Intervenors’ Reply to Staff’s Answer to
Motion to Admit EC and SNC’s Answer to Motion to Admit EC (Oct. 14, 2009) at p. 9 (there is no contention that a
detailed assessment of the dredging impacts was not conducted).

18
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Intervenors have argued that there has been no meaningful consultation between the staff and the
Corps as required by NEPA.*?

2. The Commission’s regulations expressly prohibit the staff from deferring
to future Corps’ analysis.

The staff’s deference to the Corps for a future impacts analysis is incorrect as a matter of
law. According to the NRC’s Environmental Standard Review Plan, promulgated in an effort to
“provide[] guidance to the staff in implementing provisions of 10 C.F.R. 51,” there must be
sufficient analysis at the time of permitting in order to fulfill the staff’s NEPA obligatio‘ns.94

Specifically, Section 4.2.2 of the Environmental Standard Review Plan provides that
there must be a review and “identification of the proposed construction activities or hydrologic
alterations resulting from proposed construction activities that could have impacts on water use,”
including the input regarding Federal project activities that would be affected by the construction
of the proposed plant.”® In order to fulfill NEPA obligations, the regulations do provide that the
Commission may consider existing environmental assessments from other authorities.”
However, the regulations do not allow deference to another agency where an analysis has yet to

be completed: “When no such assessment of aquatic impacts is available from the permitting

% See e.g. Motion to Admit EC at p. 7 (the staff did not consult with or obtain comments from the Corps).

**-See NUREG-1555.

% See id. at4.2.2 at p. 1-5. The Environmental Standard Review Plan further goes on to list “the physical effects of
hydrologic alterations™ as a category of data that should be obtained prior to permitting. Id. at 4.2.2-3. See also,
e.g., id. at 4.2.1-2 (listing information regarding dredging impacts as a data and information need under hydrologic
alterations); id. at 4.3.2-7 (listing “potential disturbances of benthic areas by . . . direct dredging, including the area
that may be affected by resulting siltration and turbidity” as an area to be assessed under Aquatic Ecosystems
Review Procedures).

% 1d. at 4.2.2-4,5 (“If an environmental assessment of aquatic impacts is available from the permitting authority, the
NRC will consider the assessment in its determination of the magnitude of the environmental impacts of striking an
overall benefit-cost balance.” (emphasis added). Further, if an existing environmental impact assessment is used,
there must be “[dJocumentation of adequate consultation with the appropriate permitting authorities is required.”).
See also id. at 4.3.1-5, 4.3.2-5 (Sections regarding Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecosystems, each of which list the
Memorandum of Understanding between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission for the Regulation of Nuclear Power Plants, 40 Fed. Reg. 37110 (Aug. 18, 1975) (“1975 MOU™). as
providing guidance with regard to the proper procedure between the Commission and the staff.
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authority, the NRC (possibly in conjunction with the permitting authority and other agencies

having relevant expertise) will establish its own impact determination.”’

3. Case law expressly prohibits the staff from deferring to future Corps’
analysis.

There is also clear case law prohibiting an agency from handing over its NEPA
obliéations. The D.C. Circuit found that the “only agency” in a position to assess the entire
environmental impacts of a proposed project under NEPA is “the agency with the overall
responsibility for the proposed federal action-the agency to which NEPA is speciﬁcally directed.
The Atomic Energy Commission, abdicating entirely to other agencies’ certifications, neglects
the mandated balancing analysis.””® In accordance with the D.C. Circuit’s reasoning, the staff
needed to fully consider the impacts of dredging in the FEIS without depending upon a possible
Corps analysis. Furthermore, in cases such as this ESP proceeding, where a permitting agency is
not upholding the entirefy of its NEPA obligations, court review may be appropriate. The D.C.
Circuit has deemed it appropriate to review the agency decision, stating that “[i]ndeed, the
requirement of environmental consideration ‘to the fullest extent possible’ sets a high s.tandard
for the agencies, a standard which must be rigorously enforced by the reviewing courts.”*

Recent rulings continue to support Joint Intervenors’ assertion that deferral of a thorough

NEPA analysis is inappropriate. In Wyo. Outdoor Council v. U.S. Army Corps, the Corps

argued in relation to a cumulative impacts assessment that they could not know specific impacts
until the project was proposed, and they attempted to pass responsibility to other agencies issuing

different permits related to the project.’® The present case is strikingly similar, as the staff has

°7 1d. at 4.2.2-5. (emphasis added).

%8 Calvert’s Cliffs’ Coordinating Comm, Inc.. et al. v. U.S. Atomic Energy Comm’n, 449 F.2d 1109, 1123 (D.C. Cir.
1971) (holding the Atomic Energy Commission cannot create rules that defer to the water quality assessment and
standards of other agencies, because this does not satisfy the AEC’s NEPA requirements).

#1d. at 1114.

190351 F. Supp. 2d 1232, 1242 (D. Wyo. 2005).
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made an assessment about dredging impacts based on “limited information” and then deferred to

101

the Corps for a more detailed analysis. ~ The District Court rejected the Corps’ effort to

102

circumvent NEPA responsibility; "~ the Commission should reject the staff’s effort as well.

As yet another example, in Ohio Valley Envtl. Coalition v. Hurst, the Corps decided that

cumulative impacts for a project would be minimal, basing that finding on the presumed success
of mitigation by other agencies.'” The Court held that the Corps wrongfully depended on the
“belief” that future assessments would ensure minimal cumulative impacts.'® By failing to take
the requisite “hard look™ at the nature of the environmental impacts itself, “[T]he Corps’
determination was conclusory and [] the Corps failed to consider the relevant factors in its NEPA
analysis.”'” In this ESP proceeding, the staff has made the same fatal mistake.

As these cases illustrate, it is unacceptable for an agency performing a NEPA assessment
to either fail to perform an adequate evaluation or to evade a NEPA responsibility by deferring to
another agency.

4. The Memorandum of Understanding between the Commission and the
Corps expressly prohibits the staff from deferring to future Corps analysis.

Moreover, in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Corps and the
Commission, dated August 18, 1975, the obligation of the Commission to assess dredging
impacts is clearly established.'® The MOU states, “U.S.N.R.C. will serve as ‘lead Agency,’
exercising the primary responsibility in conducting environmental reviews and in preparing

environmental statements for nuclear power plants covered by this Memorandum of

' Decision at 4.207, 4.219.

12 Wyo. Qutdoor Council, 351 F. Supp. 2d at 1243.

19 604 F. Supp. 2d 860, 887 (S.D. W. Va. 2009).

14 1d. at 887; “‘Although . . . ‘certainty as to the cumulative effects of resource development projects require
prophecy beyond the capabilities of both scientists and courts,” the Corps must at least ‘mention and discuss
foreseeable [cumulative impacts] problems.’” (quoting Wyo. Outdoor Council, 351 F. Supp. 2d at 1243).

19 1d. at 888; see also, e.g., id. at 887 (also finding the Corps’ cumulative impacts determination conclusory,
“because it relied on an unsupported belief in the success of mitigation measures”).

1% 1975 MOU.
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Understanding.”'®” However, “the [Corps] . . . will participate with the [NRC] in the preparation
of [EISs]” by helping to draft material for sections covering “[d]redging activiﬁes and disposal of
dredged materials.”'® Accordingly, per MOU guidance and during the entire Vogtle permitting
process, the staff had the obligation to fully consider the impacts of dredging rather than relying
on a possible future Corps review. The Board erred in allowing the staff to delegate its clear
responsibility to the Corps.

5. In spite of clearly established law to the contrary. the Decision errantly
allows deferral to a possible future Corps environmental analysis of the

dredging issue.

Despite unambiguous obligations, the Decision is replete with references where the
Board supports the staff’s decision to defer to future Corps analysis and mitigation. For
example, there are references in the Decision that only “limited information” was available to the
staff. ' The Board did not find this lack of information troublesome, because of the belief that
more project-specific information would be made available to the Corps if the Corps eventually
conducted an environmental impacts analysis. "o The Bqard justified the deferral by relying on
the Corps statement “that it will be required under NEPA to perform an environmental review of
an application for a permit submitted by SNC.”'"" The Decision also relied on the Corps to
assess future mitigation measures, providing that “the staff believed that any adverse

environmental impacts as a result of dredging of disposal of dredged material would be mitigated

197 1d. at 37111. This language was subsequently reiterated in a 2008 MOU, which also makes the NRC lead
agency in preparing environmental statements in cases such as the present one; “[a]s the agency with the )
approval/disapproval authority for the licensing of the nuclear power plants, the NRC shall serve as the lead agency
for the preparation of the EIS.” Memorandum of Understanding between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 73 Fed. Reg. 55546-01 (Sept. 12, 2008) (“2008 MOU”).

'% 1975 MOU at 37111.

"% Decision at 4.207, 4.227, and 4.248.

"% Decision at 4.202, and 4.248.

"' Decision at 4.214 and 5.3.
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or minimized through appropriate steps taken by USACE.”''? As previously stated, such a
delegation of duty is not permitted, and reliance on possible future agtions is misplaced.

The Board also justified its decision to defer to future Corps analysis by relying on the
testimony of dredging experts, given in response to cross-exam questions. ' As clearly
delineated above, the law regarding the staff’s inability to delegate its NEPA obligations is clear.
Testimony by scientists does not change or negate established law that the staff must comply
with its NEPA requirements.

6. 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4)(iii): The staff’s ability to delegate its NEPA
obligations to the Corps in the event dredging is required in connection

with a permit or license application is an important issue that will likely be
raised in numerous proceedings going forward.

The staff’s ability to delegate its current NEPA obligations to the Corps, with the hope
that the Corps will conduct an adequate analysis sometime in the future, is an important question
of law. This question will likely arise in numerous licensing and permitting proceedings going
forward. Future petitioners, applicants, and the staff all need to have a clear understanding of
whether and to what extent dredging impacts must be considered in an FEIS. To be sure, the
Commission has previously recognized the significance of this issue, which is evident from the
MOUs thé Commission entered into with the Corps in 1975 and again in 2008.""*

C. 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(2)(iv): Summary

The Board’s Decision is erroneous as a matter of law. The erroneous conclusions made

by the Corps are inapposite to regulations and established law, and will continue to surface in

"2 Decision at 4.214; see also Decision at 4.218, 4.219 (providing “[Staff and SNC] both argue that even assuming
such an analysis were required, the staff’s review is sufficient to satisfy NEPA requirements because USACE will
ultimately identify potential impacts and potential mitigation measures that will ensure any impacts are not greater
than MODERATE”), 4.239, 4.247, 4.248, 4.249, 4,250, 4.264, and 5.3.

'3 See, e.g., Decision at 4.239, 4.241, 4.247, 4.248, 4.249 and 4.250.

41975 MOU; 2008 MOU.
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future proceedings. For the foregoing reasons, as set forth in 10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4)(ii) and
(iii), Joint Intervenors respectfully request that the Commission exercise review.
IV.  CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Joint Intervenors respectfully request the Commission grant

this Petition for Review.

Submitted this 15th day of July 2009,

/signed (electronically) by/

Lawrence D. Sanders

Turner Environmental Law Clinic
Emory University School of Law
1301 Clifton Road

Atlanta, GA 30322

(404) 712-8008

Email: lsanders@law.emory.edu
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