UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
Before Administrative Judges:
Ronald M. Spritzer, Chairman
Dr. Gary S. Arnold
Dr. William W. Sager
In the Matter of

Docket No. 52-016-COL

CALVERT CLIFFS 3 NUCLEAR PROJECT,
LLC, and UNISTAR NUCLEAR OPERATING
SERVICES, LLC

ASLBP No. 09-874-02-COL-BD01
September 5, 2012

(Combined License Application for Calvert Cliffs
Unit 3)

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
(Providing Proposed Questions for Evidentiary Hearing on Contention 10C)
Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.1207(a)(3)(iii), this issuance and the accompanying
attachments provide the proposed questions submitted to the Licensing Board by Joint
Intervenors, 1 NRC Staff, and Applicant in connection with the evidentiary hearing on
Contention 10C, held on January 26 and 27, 2012 in Prince Frederick, Maryland.
It is so ORDERED.
FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY
AND LICENSING BOARD

/RA/

Rockville, Maryland
September 5, 2012
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________________________________
Ronald M. Spritzer, Chairman
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

Joint Intervenors are three public interest organizations: Nuclear Information Resource
Services, Beyond Nuclear, Public Citizen Energy Program, and Southern Maryland Citizens’
Alliance for Renewable Energy Solutions.

ATTACHMENT 1
Joint Intervenors’ Proposed Questions Regarding Contention 10C

What timelines did you assume in your analysis?
Do you agree with the conclusions of JNT012?
Do you concur with Mr. Sklar’s estimates for potential solar power development?
(5ooo mw per rooftops, 5000 mw for parking lot)
Do you concur with Mr. Sklar’s estimates of what is reasonably foreseeable in term of solar and
wind capacity?
Solar: 1500 mw by 2020, 2250 mw by 2025
Wind: 1250 mw by 2020, 1500 mw by 2025
Do you believe biomass can be a substantial contributor to the Maryland power mix?
Do you agree with the statement in JNT05 (page 23) that offshore wind is competitive with fossil
fuel?

Questions have been typed from handwritten original to improve readability.

Question 1
Is one of the goals of Maryland’s RPS to encourage the use of renewable energy in order to
drive down the costs so that it can potentially be competitive with other electricity sources and
thus continue to grow in the post-RPS period?
Question 2
The report on solar vs. nuclear costs submitted by joint intervenors and referred to earlier was
chosen - - among other reports showing similar conclusions - - because it is specific to North
Carolina. Can witnesses comment on relative solar potential of North Carolina and Maryland?

Questions have been typed from handwritten original to improve readability.

ATTACHMENT 2
NRC Staff’s Proposed Questions Regarding Contention 10C

December 9, 2011
Ronald M. Spritzer, Chair
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Dr. Gary S. Arnold
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Dr. William W. Sager
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001
In the Matter of
CALVERT CLIFFS 3 NUCLEAR PROJECT, LLC,
and UNISTAR NUCLEAR OPERATING SERVICES, LLC
(Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 3)
Docket No. 52-016
Dear Administrative Judges:
Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 2.1207(a)(3), and the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board’s (Board’s)
revised scheduling order, 1, as modified, 2 the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
staff (“Staff”) hereby submits proposed questions for the Board to pose to the other parties’
witnesses regarding admitted Contention 10C. The enclosed questions are being submitted
only to the licensing board at this time in accordance with 10 C.F.R. 2.1207(a)(3). The Staff
understands that, consistent with 10 C.F.R. 2.1207(a)(3), the questions will be confidential until
propounded by the licensing board or until issuance of an initial decision, at which time they will
be forwarded to the Secretary of the Commission for inclusion in the official record of this
proceeding.
Respectfully submitted,

Enclosure: NRC Staff Proposed Questions
1
2

/Signed (electronically) by/
Anthony C. Wilson
Counsel for the NRC Staff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop O-15 D21
Washington, DC 20555-0001
(301) 415-3699
Anthony.Wilson@nrc.gov

Order (Revising Initial Schedule) at 3 (June 24, 2011) (unpublished).

Order (Granting Unopposed Motion to Withdraw Written Testimony Filed October 21, Submit
Expert Testimony by October 28, and Extend Other Relevant Deadlines by One Week; and Providing
Additional Instructions to Intervenors Regarding the Re-Filing of Testimony and Exhibits) (October 25,
2011) (unpublished).
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NRC STAFF PROPOSED QUESTIONS
Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.1207(a)(3), and the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board’s
(Board’s) revised scheduling order, 1 as modified, 2 the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission staff (“Staff” or “NRC Staff”) hereby submits proposed questions for the Board to
pose to the other parties’ witnesses regarding admitted Contention 10C.
I.

Proposed Questions for Joint Intervenors Witness, Scott Sklar, Regarding His Use
of the Theoretical Potential of Renewable Resources.
Throughout his direct testimony (Ex. JNTR00001 at 6 to 8, no. 7; 10 to 11, 14 and 16,

no. 9), Mr. Sklar references reports of the estimated theoretical maximum of wind and solar
resources as the basis to assert that the NRC Staff did not give adequate credit for these
resources in its combination of energy alternatives. However, the NRC Staff correctly used
projections of future installed capacities for these resources in the combination of energy
alternatives. This difference deserves further examination because the NRC Staff’s analysis
shows that actual installation of wind and solar capacity in the region of interest in the timeframe

1
2

Order (Revising Initial Schedule) at 3 (June 24, 2011) (unpublished).

Order (Granting Unopposed Motion to Withdraw Written Testimony Filed October 21, Submit
Expert Testimony by October 28, and Extend Other Relevant Deadlines by One Week; and Providing
Additional Instructions to Intervenors Regarding the Re-Filing of Testimony and Exhibits) (October 25,
2011) (unpublished)

-2of the proposed project is likely to be limited. The purpose of the following questions is to
establish that the NRC Staff’s analysis of the combination of energy alternatives correctly relied
on reasonable projections of future renewable energy generation, as opposed to Mr. Sklar’s
approach, which incorrectly relied upon the theoretical potential of renewable energy resources.
1. Mr. Sklar, your testimony refers in a number of places (Ex. JNTR00001 at 6 to 8, no.
7; 10 to 11, 14 and 16, no. 9) to estimates of the potential amount of a resource (e.g.,
wind power) that is theoretically available in the region, is that correct?
a. Mr. Sklar, in your direct testimony (Ex. JNTR00001 at 5, no. 5), you state that
the NRC Staff has “consistently understated the potential contributions of
solar and wind power to Maryland,” is that correct?
b. Mr. Sklar, in your testimony (Ex. JNTR00001 at 6 to 16) you point to
estimates by various sources (e.g., the National Renewable Energy
Laboratory, Ex. JNT000003, the State of Maryland, Ex. JNT000008a) of the
potential associated with solar energy and with onshore and offshore wind
energy – is that correct?
c. Mr. Sklar, on page 11 of your direct testimony (Ex. JNTR00001), you
reference a report by John Farrell (Ex. JNT000007) that estimates that
Maryland “could provide 40% of its power from renewable resources,” not
including offshore wind, and “107% of its power needs” when it includes both
onshore and offshore renewable resources in Maryland, is that correct?
d. Mr. Sklar, from these sources, is it correct that the stated potential for
offshore wind for Maryland is 53.8 GW (i.e. 53,800 MW) (Ex. JNTR00001 at
6), and that even without offshore wind, onshore renewable can provide 40
percent of Maryland’s power needs?
e. Mr. Sklar, based on Maryland’s 2010 annual power sales reported in
Maryland’s Public Service Commission’s (MPSC) Ten-Year Plan

-3(NRC000028 at 6), the State of Maryland’s power needs average about 7,200
MW. Considering that Maryland’s average annual power needs are
approximately 7,200 MW, is it correct that “40% of its power from renewable
resources “ translates into 0.4 x 7,200 MW = 2,900 MW?
f.

Mr. Sklar, is it correct that in its Annual Energy Outlook 2011 (Ex.
NRC000022), DOE/EIA projects 2.37 billion kWh of generation from wind and
0.23 billion kWh of generation from solar in 2010 in the ReliabilityFirst
Corporation/East Region? Is it also correct that these numbers would
translate to an average generation rate 3 of 271 MW for wind and 26 MW for
solar?

g. Mr. Sklar, is it correct that in its Annual Energy Outlook 2011 (Ex.
NRC000022), DOE/EIA projects 3.83 billion kWh of generation from wind and
1.05 billion kWh of generation from solar in 2017 in the ReliabilityFirst
Corporation/East Region? Is it also correct that these numbers would
translate to an average generation rate of 437 MW 4 for wind and 120 MW 5 for
solar?
h. Mr. Sklar, is it correct that these projections from the primary Federal
Government authority on energy statistics, forecasting, and analysis show an
increase in wind and solar generation of 437 MW – 271 MW =166 MW and
120 MW – 26 MW = 94 MW between 2010 and 2017 for wind and solar,
respectively?

3

Where average generation is calculated in the following manner: 2.37 billion kWh (i.e.,
2,370,000 MWh) wind generation is divided by 8760 hours/year to yield average generation rate of 271
MW of wind, and 0.23 billion kWh (i.e., 230,000 MWh) solar generation is divided by 8760 hours/year to
yield average generation rate of 26 MW of solar.
4

3.83 billion kWh divided by 8760 hours/year = 437 MW average annual generation rate.

5

1.05 billion kWh divided by 8760 hours/year = 120 MW average annual generation rate.
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Mr. Sklar, is it correct that Maryland power generation was about one quarter
of the generation in the ReliabilityFirst Corporation/East Region in 2009 6 and
that Maryland renewable energy generation represented a similar percentage
(less than 30 percent) of renewable energy generation in the ReliabilityFirst
Corporation/East Region 7?

j.

Mr. Sklar, is it also correct that in its direct testimony (Ex. NRC000004 at 29
n.34 and at 35 n.42), the NRC Staff attributed one third of the growth in
renewable generation in the ReliabilityFirst Corporation/East Region to
Maryland?

k. Mr. Sklar, is it correct that attributing one third of the renewable generation
growth to Maryland means that the DOE/EIA projections translate the growth
in generation attributable to wind and solar power to be about 55 MW and 31
MW, respectively, between 2010 and 2017?
l.

Mr. Sklar, is it correct that the Long-Term Electricity Report (LTER) for
Maryland (Ex. APL000005 at 9-5) for the reference case indicates an average
generation from wind of 64 MW (560 GWh per year) and from solar of 71 MW
(620 GWh per year) by 2017? Is it also correct that the LTER for the high

6

From the updated Annual Energy Outlook 2009 (Ex. NRC000033), Table 74, the total
electricity generation in the region (then called the Mid-Atlantic Area Council) in 2009 was
276.28 billion kWh, equating to an average generation rate of 31,540 MW. As previously stated,
the average electricity use in Maryland is around 7,200 MW.
7

From the updated Annual Energy Outlook 2009 (Ex. NRC000033), Table 74, the total
renewable electricity generation in the region in 2008 was 9.22 billion kWh (including
conventional hydroelectric power), equating to an average generation rate of 1,050 MW. From
the Ten-Year Plan (2010-2019) of Electric Companies in Maryland (Ex. NRC000028 at 10),
renewable power generation (including conventional hydroelectric power) was about 2,603,000
MWh in 2008, equating to an average generation rate of about 297 MW Note that nonrenewable
“Other” generation was removed from the 2008 total based on data in the previous Ten-Year
Plan, Ex. NRC000016 at 7.

-5renewable case indicates an average generation from wind of 71 MW (620
GWh per year) and from solar of 71 MW (620 GWh per year) by 2017?
m. Mr. Sklar, would you agree that the estimates of potential presented in the
studies you reference (Ex. JNT000003, Ex. JNT000007, Ex. JNT000008a),
which range from 2,900 MW (not including offshore wind) to 53,800 MW
(including offshore wind) are far in excess of reference case projections of
renewable energy generation in Maryland by 2017 that have been made by
U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration (DOE/EIA) in
its Annual Energy Outlook 2011 (Ex. NRC000022) and the LTER prepared for
the State of Maryland (Ex. APL000005 at Chapter 4)?
2. Mr. Sklar, on page 14 of your direct testimony (Ex. JNTR00001), you reference a
March 2010 study by SolarTown (Ex. JNT000013), which concludes that “over 450
million square feet of roof space would be suitable for solar panels in the State of
Maryland. . . ,” which could “add over 5,000 megawatts of capacity to the State,” is
that correct?
a. Mr. Sklar, is it correct that the “5,000 megawatts” of added solar capacity
presented in this study (Ex. JNT000013) represents a theoretical estimate of
solar power potential in the State of Maryland if all “suitable” rooftops were
covered with solar panels?
b. Mr. Sklar, is it correct that those 5000 MW are far in excess of the reference
case projections of solar power generation in Maryland by 2017 that have
been made by DOE/EIA in its Annual Energy Outlook 2011 (Ex. NRC000022)
and the LTER prepared for the State of Maryland (Ex. APL000005 at Chapter
4)?
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Proposed Questions for Joint Intervenors Witness, Scott Sklar, Regarding the
Role of the Maryland Renewable Portfolio Standard for Establishing the
Contributions of Wind and Solar Energy to the Combination of Energy
Alternatives
Mr. Sklar points to the Maryland Renewable Portfolio Standard (MRPS) to support his

assertions that the NRC Staff underestimated the contributions of wind and solar power to the
combination of energy alternatives (Ex. JNTR00001 at 9, 12; JNTR00030 8 at 2 to 4). However,
the NRC Staff was aware of the MRPS and the combination of energy alternatives is not
inconsistent with current expectations related to the MRPS. The purpose of the following
questions is to establish that the contributions from wind and solar power in the combination of
energy alternatives in the FEIS are not inconsistent with the MRPS.
1. Mr. Sklar, in your testimony (Ex. JNTR00001 at 9, 12; JNTR00030 at 2 to 4) you
point to the requirements of the MRPS to assert that the NRC Staff underestimated
the amount of wind and solar power generation to include in its combination of
energy alternatives, is that correct?
a. Mr. Sklar, in your rebuttal testimony (Ex. JNTR00030 at 4), regarding wind
power, you state that “government policies, such as the Maryland’s
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), provide incentives for its deployment.”
Is it correct that the MRPS statute can be met without the installation of any
wind energy capacity in the State of Maryland (Ex. APL000005 at 3-19 to
22)?
b. Mr. Sklar, is it correct that the 2 percent solar carve-out by 2022 in the MRPS
discussed in your testimony (Ex. JNTR00030 at 2, Ex. JNTR00001 at 12) can
be met, in part, by Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) from out-of-state

8

While captioned “JNT 000030,” following the Board’s September 22, 2011 Order (Providing
Directions on Pre-Filed Evidentiary Material) at 2-4, the Staff believes that the Joint Intervenors’
December 5, 2011 re-filed rebuttal testimony should be captioned “Ex. JNTR00030,” and will refer to it as
such.

-7facilities (Ex. JNTR00001 at 12) or Alternative Compliance Payments (ACPs),
as opposed to installation of solar generating facilities in the State of
Maryland (Ex. APL000005 at 3-19 to 22)?
c. Mr. Sklar, is it correct that, in the LTER (Ex. APL000005 at 3-21), the authors
indicate that only half of the 2-percent solar carve-out in the MRPS will be
met by 2022, with a portion met through ACPs?
III.

Proposed Questions for Joint Intervenors Witness, Scott Sklar, Regarding the
Inclusion of Solar Photovoltaic Energy in the FEIS
Mr. Sklar indicates in his testimony that the FEIS discounts solar photovoltaics entirely

(Ex. JNTR00001 at 9). This is not correct. In the combination of energy alternatives, all of the
contribution from solar power would be from solar photovoltaics (Ex. NRC000043 at 6, n. 10)
and a discussion of solar photovoltaics is included in Section 9.2.3.3 of the FEIS at 9-23 to 9-24
(Ex. NRC000003A). The purpose of the following questions is to establish that solar
photovoltaics were considered as an alternative, and as a part of the combination of energy
alternatives, in the FEIS.
1. Mr. Sklar, in your testimony (Ex. JNTR00001 at 9) you state that the FEIS “discounts
solar photovoltaics entirely.” Is that correct?
2. Mr. Sklar, is it correct that the FEIS discusses solar photovoltaics as an energy
alternative in Section 9.2.3.3 (Ex. NRC000003A at 23 to 24)?
3. Mr. Sklar, is it correct that in its Annual Energy Outlook 2010 (Ex. NRC000035 at 2),
DOE/EIA does not project any solar thermal generation in the ReliabilityFirst
Corporation/East region (which includes all of Maryland), projecting only the use of
solar photovoltaics in that region?
4. Mr. Sklar, although you assert in your testimony (Ex. JNTR00001 at 9) that the FEIS
“discounts solar photovoltaics entirely,” because the NRC Staff used the DOE/EIA
Annual Energy Outlook as a primary source in its consideration of solar power as an

-8energy alternative, is it not reasonable to assume the solar power would be in the
form of photovoltaics, the form that DOE/EIA projects will be used in the region?
IV.

Proposed Questions for Joint Intervenors Witness, Scott Sklar, Regarding the
Permitting Status of Offshore Wind Projects for Delaware and Maryland
Mr. Sklar states in his direct testimony that the NRG Bluewater Wind project off the coast

of Delaware has received approval to build (Ex. JNTR000001 at 8, no. 7). He also references
the NRG Bluewater Wind project off the coast of Maryland as a project that would provide four
times the amount of wind power than that included in the combination of energy alternatives in
the FEIS. However, in its testimony, the NRC Staff has taken the position that it should rely on
the projections of the DOE/EIA and information from the State of Maryland to inform the wind
contribution to the combination of energy alternatives (Ex. NRC000004 (NRC Staff Direct
Testimony) at 25 to 28, nos. 31 to 33,). The NRC Staff has also stated that the Delaware
project does not yet have approval to be built (Ex. NRC000043 at 6, no. 9). This difference
deserves further examination. The purposes of the following questions are to determine
whether Mr. Sklar agrees that the Bluewater Wind project off the coast of Delaware is still in the
permitting process and that the Bluewater Wind project off the coast of Maryland has not yet
made significant progress in the permitting process.
1. Mr. Sklar, in your testimony (Ex. JNTR00001 at 8) you state that the NRG Bluewater
Wind “has received approval to build” a 450 MW wind farm off the coast of Delaware,
is that correct?
a. Mr. Sklar, is it correct that the NRG Bluewater Wind project off the coast of
Delaware has not yet received all of the permits and permissions that it
requires to commence construction?
b. Mr. Sklar, are you familiar with Joint Intervenors Exhibit JNT000006? This
exhibit states (Ex. JNT000006 at 3) “So far only one offshore wind project,
Bluewater Wind off Delaware, has sought permission to build in federal

-9waters. The company is seeking federal loan guarantees to build 293 to 450
megawatts of capacity, but the timing of construction remains uncertain,” is
this correct?
2. Mr. Sklar, in your testimony (Ex. JNTR00001 at 8) you state that the NRG Bluewater
Wind “already has proposed a 600 MW wind farm off the coast of Maryland,” is that
correct?
a. Mr. Sklar, regarding the NRG Bluewater Wind project off the coast of
Maryland, has the company requested or received a lease from the Bureau of
Ocean Energy Management for this project?
b. Mr. Sklar, is it correct that the NRG Bluewater Wind project off the coast of
Maryland has not yet requested, let alone received, all of the permits and
permissions that it requires to commence construction?
3. Mr. Sklar, to your knowledge, has NRG Bluewater Wind committed to any specific
schedule for the completion of its projects off the coasts of Delaware and Maryland?
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Respectfully submitted,
/Signed (electronically) by/
Anthony C. Wilson
Counsel for NRC Staff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop O-15 D21
Washington, DC 20555-0001
(301) 415-3699
Anthony.Wilson@nrc.gov
Executed in accord with 10 C.F.R. § 2.304(d)
Adam S. Gendelman
Counsel for NRC Staff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop O-15-D21
Washington, DC 20555-0001
(301) 415-8445
adam.gendelman@nrc.gov

Dated at Rockville, Maryland
this 9th day of December, 2011
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Applicant’s Proposed Questions Regarding Contention 10C

Confidential Pending Release by the Licensing Board
Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.1207(a)(3)(iii)
December 9, 2011
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
In the Matter of:
CALVERT CLIFFS 3 NUCLEAR
PROJECT, LLC AND UNISTAR
NUCLEAR OPERATING SERVICES,
LLC
(Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 3)
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Docket No. 52-016

UNISTAR’S QUESTIONS FOR THE LICENSING BOARD ON
PRE-FILED DIRECT AND REBUTTAL TESTIMONY FOR CONTENTION 10C
Pursuant to the Licensing Board’s Order (Revising Initial Schedule), dated June
24, 2011, and the Order (Providing Directions on Pre-filed Evidentiary Material), dated
September 22, 2011, and in accordance with 10 C.F.R. § 2.1207(a)(3), Calvert Cliffs 3 Nuclear
Project and UniStar Nuclear Operating Services (collectively, “UniStar”) hereby submit
proposed questions for the Joint Intervenors’ witness, Scott Sklar, and the NRC Staff witnesses,
Andrew Kugler and Katherine Cort, at the January 26, 2012, hearing. These questions are based
on the Joint Intervenors’ direct and rebuttal testimony filed on October 28 and November 18,
2011, respectively, and the NRC Staff’s direct and rebuttal testimony filed on October 21 and
November 18, 2011, respectively.
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Confidential Pending Release by the Licensing Board
Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.1207(a)(3)(iii)
I. QUESTIONS FOR JOINT INTERVENORS’ WITNESS
A.

B.

Sklar Qualifications
1.

According to your statement of qualifications, your professional experience
appears to be focused on small-scale renewable development, such as minigeneration, micro-hydropower, and small wind and solar thermal. Do you have
experience in developing or assessing the commercial or technical feasibility of
utility-scale wind or solar power?

2.

Do you have any experience with large-scale energy storage systems? Do you
have any specific experience with compressed air energy storage (“CAES”)
systems?

3.

Do you have any experience with the National Environmental Policy Act
(“NEPA”) requirements and Environmental Impact Statements (“EISs”)? Are
you familiar with the legal requirements for NEPA compliance?

4.

Have you prepared EISs involving energy generation technologies that would
qualify you as an expert on the impacts of the energy alternatives?

Project Purpose and Need
5.

Contention 10C does not include a challenge to the purpose and need for Calvert
Cliffs 3. This means that you are to accept for the purposes of this proceeding
that there is a need for 1600 MW(e) of baseload power in Maryland. Do you
understand that this is the scope of Contention 10C, as admitted?

6.

Are you aware that the Maryland Public Service Commission has issued a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for Calvert Cliffs 3 based on a
need for the power in Maryland?

7.

Are you arguing (Sklar Direct at ¶10, page 17) that nuclear power is not a
baseload generation source because Calvert Cliffs 3 will be a merchant plant?
Under your definition, could there ever be baseload power in an unregulated
energy market? Isn’t “baseload” a function of the generation technology and not
the market for the power produced?

8.

Your testimony suggests that solar power can reduce midday loads (Sklar Direct
at ¶9, page 15-16). Does reducing midday loads meet the project purpose, which
is to generate baseload power (no matter the loads)? If not, then how is this
relevant to Contention 10C?
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C.

D.

Energy Alternatives
9.

After reading the NRC Staff and UniStar briefs and testimony, do you continue to
maintain that the focus of the FEIS should be on the “theoretical maximum
renewable potential” rather than what is reasonably foreseeable?

10.

Do you dispute that the objective of NEPA is to identify technologically and
economically achievable generation technologies in the region of interest? Isn’t
there a “reasonableness” component when performing NEPA evaluations?

11.

In light of the project goal of producing baseload power, do you agree that a fossil
energy source, most likely natural gas, will be a significant contributor to any
reasonable alternative energy combination?

12.

Broadly speaking, you are arguing that the combination alternative should include
more wind and more solar. UniStar’s expert made the point that, because
renewable development is driven by incentives and RPS requirements, more wind
or solar would likely displace other renewable generation sources, such as
biomass or hydro. Do you disagree?

13.

Are you speculating that there will be an expansion of renewable incentives or
RPS requirements? If so, what is the basis for your speculation?

Wind Power
1. Existing Projects
14.

Are there any offshore wind generation projects currently in operation in the
United States? Are there any under construction?

15.

Has the Bluewater Wind project in Delaware received final approval to begin
construction? Are you aware of any timelines for construction or operation of the
project?

16.

Has the Bluewater Wind project in Maryland even applied for any federal or state
permits or approvals? Do you have a timeline for development of the project?

17.

Has the Atlantic Wind Consortium, which you assert demonstrates an interest in
offshore wind, actually filed for any permits or approvals? Is there a timeline for
beginning construction of the offshore transmission systems to support wind
power?

18.

Are there any major existing or proposed wind projects in Maryland that the
FEIS, the NRC Staff testimony, or the UniStar testimony overlooked?
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2. Projected Wind Capacity

E.

19.

Do you agree that wind power development is driven primarily by incentives and
RPS requirements?

20.

What is the status of Maryland legislation to support offshore wind energy?

21.

The Maryland Long-Term Electricity Report (“LTER”) projects that 190 MW of
onshore wind would be added over the next 10 years, equivalent to 57 MW(e) on
average (30% capacity factor), and no offshore wind (UniStar direct at ¶34). Do
you disagree with the LTER projections on wind power in Maryland, which
generally align with the NRC Staff and UniStar positions?

22.

The NRC Staff and UniStar cited DOE/EIA projections on the cost of offshore
wind generation. Are you asserting that offshore wind is economically viable in
the absence of any special incentives or credits? What is the basis for such an
assertion?

23.

If you believe that a 100 MW(e) contribution from wind, in conjunction with
energy storage, underestimates the likely wind contribution to a reasonable
combination alternative, what amount of wind energy do you believe is
reasonably foreseeable? What is the basis for your position?

24.

Does your conclusion that more wind power should be included in the FEIS
combination alternative rely on expansion of incentive programs/tax credits for
wind power projects?

25.

Are you assuming that the Maryland RPS will be expanded or an offshore wind
“carve-out” created?

Solar Power
1. Existing Projects
26.

What capacity factor are you using for solar in Maryland? It isn’t clear from your
testimony. (The NRC Staff conservatively used 25%, while UniStar’s expert and
the Maryland LTER used 15%.)

27.

Are their any major existing or proposed solar projects in Maryland that the FEIS,
the NRC Staff testimony, or the UniStar testimony overlooked?

2. Projected Solar Capacity
28.

Do you agree that solar thermal plants are not technically viable in Maryland?

29.

The Maryland LTER reference case predicts that there will be 498 MW of new
solar capacity installed in Maryland over the next 10 years, equivalent to
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approximately 75 MW(e) on average (using 15% capacity factor). Do you
disagree with the Maryland LTER projections on solar power, which generally
align with the NRC Staff and UniStar positions?

F.

30.

Do you agree that solar power development in Maryland is driven primarily by
incentives and RPS requirements, including the solar carve out in the RPS?

31.

UniStar’s witness (S. Ratti) provided a detailed discussion of the Maryland solar
renewable energy credit and alternative compliance payment systems to support
his evaluation of solar power deployment (UniStar Direct at ¶48, UniStar Rebuttal
at ¶18)? Do you agree with his assessment? If not, please explain why.

32.

If you believe that a 75 MW(e) contribution from solar, in conjunction with
energy storage, underestimates the likely solar contribution to a reasonable
combination alternative, what amount of solar energy do you believe is
reasonably foreseeable? What is the basis for your conclusion?

33.

Does your position that more solar power should be included in the FEIS
combination alternative rely on expansion of incentive programs/tax credits for
solar power?

34.

Are you assuming that the Maryland RPS solar carve out will be expanded?

Energy Storage
35.

Are you disputing the NRC Staff and UniStar conclusions on the need for largescale energy storage to support baseload generation of wind/solar power? How
can wind or solar provide “baseload equivalent” power without energy storage?

36.

What energy storage device do you believe is technologically feasible in
Maryland to support wind/solar baseload power?

37.

Are you aware of the key limitations on siting utility-scale CAES facilities? Are
you aware of any favorable geology (e.g., salt caverns, hard rock caverns, or
aquifer storage) for CAES in Maryland?

38.

Do you agree with the UniStar witness that battery technology (and economics)
cannot support baseload wind/solar power?

39.

Are you arguing that other storage technologies could be used to support baseload
wind/solar in Maryland? If so, please explain.

40.

Do any of the incentives for wind power or solar power provide support for
development of energy storage technologies?

41.

Do you agree that developing energy storage in conjunction with wind or solar,
which is needed to satisfy the project’s purpose, would increase the cost of wind
or solar projects?
5
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G.

Environmental Impacts
42.

Are you contesting the discussion of the environmental impacts of the various
energy alternatives in the “combination alternative” (see FEIS at Table 9-3; page
9-28)?

43.

Do you agree that utility-scale solar projects typically require 5 to 10 acres for
every megawatt of generating capacity (FEIS at 9-23)? Does the amount of solar
generation considered in the FEIS therefore translate into significant land use
impacts?

44.

Given the discussion of the environmental impacts of the various generation
sources, are you asserting that any of the energy alternatives are environmentally
preferable to Calvert Cliffs 3? If so, which sources and on what basis?

45.

The NRC Staff performed a sensitivity analysis regarding environmental impacts
(quadrupled wind power assumption in combination of alternatives). That
sensitivity analysis indicates that even a much larger contribution from wind
power (assuming availability of sufficient energy storage) would not change the
conclusions in the FEIS regarding environmental impacts. Do you dispute this
conclusion? If so, on what basis?
II. QUESTIONS FOR NRC STAFF WITNESSES

A.

B.

Energy Alternatives
1.

The UniStar witnesses arrived at similar projections of the likely contribution of
wind and solar power to the combination alternative, though they used a
somewhat different methodology than the NRC Staff. Do you concur generally
with UniStar’s overall assessment with respect to reasonably foreseeable
deployment of wind and solar generation in Maryland?

2.

Do you believe that the similarity between your conclusions and those of UniStar,
which were reached using a different methodology, support the robustness of your
overall conclusions?

Energy Storage
3.

One difference in the UniStar and NRC Staff testimony relates to energy storage.
The UniStar witness concluded that CAES was not reasonably foreseeable in
Maryland based on the lack of known suitable locations. The NRC Staff assumes,
for the purposes of the analysis, that suitable locations are available. In this
regard, doesn’t the NRC Staff approach allow consideration of a greater
contribution of wind/solar in the combination alternative than an assumption that
CAES is not available?
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C.

Environmental Impacts
4.

The NRC Staff performed a “sensitivity analysis” for wind power, concluding that
even if wind power quadrupled to 400 MW(e), the combination alternative would
not be environmentally preferable. Does this mean that a quadrupling of solar
power to 300 MW(e) would also not change the conclusion that the combination
alternative is not environmentally preferable?

5.

Does the NRC Staff routinely employ “bounding” analyses in NEPA evaluations?
Is this permitted under the NRC’s NEPA guidance documents (e.g., the Standard
Review Plan, NUREG-1555)?
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