
Sweeney, Beverly

From: Flanders, Scott - "tA•-'0
Sent: Friday, May 14, 2010 11:19 AM
To: Holahan, Gary
Subject: FW: Bill

OGC comments as we discussed

From: Zobler, Marian
Sent: Friday, May 14, 2010 10:39 AM
To: Flanders, Scott
Subject: FW: Bill

FYI

From: Kirkwood, Sara
Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2010 4:53 PM
To: Crockett, Steven
Cc: Zobler, Marian
Subject: Bill

Steve- my quick comments

In terms of Sec. 1109;
1. OGC had taken the position in 2007 that we were not required to write an EIS for a COL referencing an

ESP, and had prepared Part 52 to only require an EA. As a matter of policy, the Commission chose to
require EIS's and put it in the regulations. This provision would make writing a full EIS at the COL
stage for a COL referencing an ESP a statutory obligation.

2. Currently the Staff has addressed in its supplemental EIS's new and significant information that is
defined as whether it has the "potential to affect the finding or conclusions reached in the ESP EIS."
(See e.g. North Anna exec summary at 1-2). This provision would appear to limit the Staff to only
including information that ultimately did materially change the prior finding or conclusion. Right now
one of the ways that the Staff is demonstrating that it did in fact look is by including things in the EIS
that it examined because the new info had the potential to change the conclusion, even if it ultimately
did not change.

3. Currently the Staff has been summarizing the conclusions from the ESP EIS in the supplemental COL
EIS. This provision would limit the Staff to just including the new and sig info. The Staff could do this
now- but hasn't because they think it is more reader friendly to include the old ESP analysis. I think
they would have the same objection to the statutory provision.
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