April 18, 2005
ORGANIZATION: Duke Energy Corporation

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MARCH 14, 2005, MEETING WITH DUKE ENERGY
CORPORATION TO DISCUSS PLANNING RELATED TO A POSSIBLE
COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATION

On March 14, 2005, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) held a public meeting
with Duke Energy Corporation (Duke) at NRC headquarters in Rockville, MD. The purpose of
the meeting was to discuss planning currently being undertaken by Duke Energy Corporation
(Duke) for the possible development of a combined license (COL) application. Duke identified
four possible COL application scenarios: certified design with a greenfield site, certified design
with a previously characterized site, certified design with an existing site, and noncertified
design with a greenfield site (see page 2 for a complete discussion). Duke is considering three
reactor technologies: the General Electric ESBWR, the Framatome ANP EPR, and the
Westinghouse AP1000. Duke said they will decide whether to proceed with the project in May
2005 and if they do, will select the site and reactor technology by the end of 2005. Duke said
they will actively engage the NRC in pre-application discussions in advance of a COL
application in early 2008 if they proceed with the project.

The NRC staff presented nominal review schedules and resource estimates based, in part, on
SECY-01-0188, “Future Licensing and Inspection Readiness Assessment.” In addition, the
staff discussed other COL application topics, including pre-application interactions, inspections
to support the COL application review, the antitrust review, and NEI 04-01, “Draft Industry
Guideline for Combined License Applicants Under 10 CFR Part 52.”

The meeting attendees are listed in Attachment 1 and the meeting agenda is in Attachment 2.
Two handouts were distributed during this meeting. They are listed at the end of this
memorandum with their accession numbers and can be accessed through the Agencywide
Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS) by accession number. This system
provides text and image files of NRC’s public documents. If you do not have access to ADAMS
or if you have problems in accessing the handouts in ADAMS, call the NRC Public Document
Room (PDR) reference staff at 1-800-397-4209 or 301-415-4737 or e-mail pdr@nrc.gov.

SUMMARY OF DUKE AND NRC PRESENTATIONS

Duke made a presentation to the NRC concerning their planning related to a possible COL
application. Duke’s goal for this meeting was to lay out their plans, have a discussion on their
meeting topics, and understand NRC’s planning and resources for reviewing a COL application.
In addition, Duke was interested in discussing possible ways to accelerate the review schedule.
Duke requested that the NRC not focus on the terminology of their licensing scenarios (e.g.,
base case) as the scenarios were solely for planning purposes and did not reflect a preference
for one scenario over another. Duke’s slides are provided in Attachment 3 to this meeting
summary.
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Duke provided an overview of their plans to add a new nuclear power plant into service in the
next decade. Enercon Services is currently under contract from Duke to perform a study for
new nuclear power. A proposal will be finalized in May 2005. The plan is to select the reactor
technology and site by the end of 2005 and submit a COL application in early 2008. These
dates could shift depending on several factors. Duke said that their efforts do not supplant their
involvement in the NUSTART consortium. In addition, Duke said that they are involved with the
development of NEI 04-01.

Planning Scenarios

Duke said their planning scenarios were for cost estimates only and include the siting review as
part of their COL application. Duke said that their planning scenarios used the AP1000 as the
base case design because the NRC staff issued a final design approval on September 13,
2004. Duke and the NRC discussed the four COL application scenarios outlined in the Duke
handout. The NRC said that the resource and schedule information previously published in
SECY-01-0188 did not match up with the four scenarios specified by Duke (see Attachment 4).
However, the NRC said that the information should be helpful to Duke. In addition, the NRC
noted that the cost information did not include the cost of inspection.

The four scenarios are discussed below.

Certified Design With a Greenfield Site

The NRC said that the site review would be the critical path in this scenario and identified the
seismic review and emergency planning issues as potential critical path items. The NRC said
that the current early site permit reviews, which are all being performed on existing sites, should
be completed in 33 months, including the hearing at the end of the process.

Certified Design With a Previously Characterized Site

The NRC said that it did not see a significant difference between this scenario and the previous
scenario. The NRC said the reviews performed several years ago will be of little benefit to the
staff; also, no regulatory conclusions (or bases) were documented for these sites. The
application would need to provide up-to-date site information for the environmental impact
statement and safety evaluation report.

Certified Design With an Existing Site

The NRC said that this scenario is similar to current ESP reviews. The NRC said that the
review schedule would depend on the site chosen because some of the seismic reviews for the
ESPs currently under NRC review have been challenging.

Noncertified Design With a Greenfield Site

The NRC said that the design and site reviews are expected to proceed in parallel. However, if
a COL application comes in during a design certification review, many issues would have to be
addressed that would not be a concern if the COL referenced a certified design. If the COL
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application referenced a custom design, this might actually save resources on the technical
review (e.g., no COL action items) but bring up legal issues regarding the scope of hearings.

NEI 04-01

Duke said that they were participants in the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) task force

developing NEI 04-01. Duke said that to support their COL application studies, they needed the
information from the outcome of NEI 04-01 sooner than the timetable laid out by NEI. Enercon
is using NEI 04-01 as a basis for their cost estimates. The NRC said that its discussions with
NEI on NEI 04-01 were generic in nature and that if Duke wanted to have discussions directly
with the NRC on NEI 04-01, these would be more appropriate to be performed in pre-
application.

Schedule Optimization

With regard to schedule optimization, the NRC said that the COL applicant controls the
schedule, and therefore the cost. The applicants can control costs by submitting a high quality
application, being responsive to NRC inquiries, completing the application process once
initiated, maintaining good configuration management, and raising any policy issues that need
to go before the Commission early in the COL application process.

Pre-application Interactions and Issues

Duke asked the NRC to comment on the appropriate level of interaction during pre-application.
Duke said they would like to have frequent interactions, which would include monthly meetings
and action items generated from those meetings. The NRC said that Duke should lead
discussions on generic work and advised that interactions should be kept at the program
director level.

Duke said that they wanted to resolve the amount of meteorological data needed for the site
review. Duke proposed to provide 1 full year of data with the application and an additional year
of data 1 year after the application was submitted. The NRC said it was not prepared to
comment on Duke’s proposal at this time.

Duke said that they wanted to submit certain topics early for NRC review. These included the
security plan, emergency planning, and technical specifications. With regard to the technical
specifications, Duke asked the NRC to comment on a proposal for several utilities to submit a
set of technical specifications for NRC approval in a safety evaluation report. The NRC said
that in general, it is inefficient to try to review portions of an application separate from the whole
application.

The NRC said that some topics could be reviewed in advance, such as certain analytical codes.
The NRC encouraged COL applicants to submit their quality assurance program as soon as it
was ready for review. However, the NRC said that it would not conduct a review in the
pre-application phase if significant aspects of an application have the potential to interact with
other information that will be submitted with the COL application. The NRC said that public
interaction in the review of the application is important. The NRC further said that the
pre-application activities should focus on closing the gaps between the design and the site and
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that configuration control was important in this phase to be sure that issues which were
resolved during the pre-application were sufficiently captured in the COL application; otherwise
a re-review of the information may be unavoidable. The NRC said it would need a couple of
months lead time to schedule site review activities. The NRC will conduct a meeting at the site
6-12 months before the COL application is submitted.

Duke said that it appreciated the NRC’s comments in this area and may have more specific
remarks at a future date.

Engineering Design Verification

The NRC said that information on engineering design verification could be found in
NUREG-1789, “10 CFR Part 52 Construction Inspection Program Framework Document.” The
manual chapter on pre-COL activities (IMC-2502) covers the period from the time a COL
applicant notifies the NRC of its intent to construct a plant until the time the COL is issued. The
NRC said that the regulations do not require a COL applicant to provide information to the NRC
concerning the fabrication of long-lead-time components (e.g., the reactor vessel). However,
this information is helpful to the NRC, especially if components are fabricated in a foreign
country. The issuance of IMC-2502 is targeted for July 2005. First-of-a-kind engineering
inspections are also discussed in this manual chapter. The NRC also said that if a COL
applicant referenced a noncertified design, inspections would target all aspects of the design
review.

The NRC said the NRC regional offices would be involved in these inspections. The NRC said
it was important to share schedules so that NRC inspection activities could be coordinated with
the applicant. This will be particularly important for inspections associated with the resolution of
inspections, tests, analyses, and acceptance criteria (ITAAC).

Antitrust Review

The NRC provided some general information on the antitrust review. This review will be done in
parallel with the design and site reviews. The NRC said that it had had no discussions with the
U.S. Department of Justice on COL activities.

Closing Remarks

Duke said that it appreciated the insights provided by the NRC during the meeting. A decision
will be made in the May 2005 timeframe on whether to proceed with a COL application. Duke
was planning to request a subsequent meeting with the NRC to discuss the next steps. The
NRC said it appreciated Duke’s questions and the information about Duke’s plans. The NRC
reemphasized the provisional nature of the cost and schedule estimates. The actual review
times would depend on a number of factors both within and outside of the control of Duke.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

A member of the public said that the scenario of a noncertified design on a greenfield site
appeared similar to the way plants were licensed in the past. This individual questioned why a
COL applicant would use the Part 52 licensing process for a noncertified design on a greenfield
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site if using the Part 50 licensing process would be faster. The NRC said that a Part 50
construction permit did not give final approval of design issues and the Part 52 process
represents less risk to the company building the nuclear plant.

A member of the public voiced support for new nuclear construction and asked how soon a new
plant can begin to produce electricity. The NRC said that, as was stated in the NRC regulatory
information conference the previous week, the best-case estimate for new plant generation is

7 to 8 years from this date.
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NRC Meeting with Duke Energy
Planning Meeting For Possible Combined License (COL) Application
Monday, March 14, 2005
1:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.
NRC Headquarters Commissioners
Conference Room, O-1-F-16

| Name | Organization |

Steve Seitz

AREVA Framatome

Sandra M. Sloan

AREVE Framatome ANP

Thomas M. Williamson

AREVA Framatome ANP

Robert A. Crandall

Black & Veatch Engineering and Construction

Ronald E. Hagen DOE
Jon Cudworth Tetra Tech NUS
Nancy Chapman SERCHY/Bechtel
Mary Ann Ashley NRC

Brad Harvey

NRC/DSSA/SPSB-C

Leta Brown

NRC/DSSA/SPSB-C

Steve Frantz

MLB

Lauren Quinones RNRP

Andy Kugler NRC/DRIP/RLEP
David Terao NRC/NRR/EMEB
Jorge Hernandez NRC/NRR/SPLB

Charles Brinkman

Westinghouse

Bob Weisman NRC/OGC
Goutam Bagchi NRC/NRR
Tom Foley NRC
Ken Heck NRC
Jay Lee NRC

Elizabeth Carver

Prudential Equity

Jeff Beatte Energy Daily
Guy Cesare Enercon
Bob Evans Enercon Services
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Theila Fabian NucNet
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Alan Beard GE

Joe Hegner Dominion
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C. Sisco W&S
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John Polcyn Bechtel
Jim Mallay Self

David Diec NRC
Norris McDonald AAEA
Derry Bigby AAEA
Bruce Musico NRC/NSIR
Nanette Gilles NRC/NRR
William Beckner NRC
Joseph Colaccino NRC
Charles Hinson NRC

Kathryn Sutton

Morgan-Lewis Bockius

Peter Hastings

Duke Energy

Lisa Vaughn Duke Energy
Robert Gill Duke Energy
Laura Dudes NRC

Amy Cubbage NRC

Jerry Wilson NRC-RNRP

James Fisicaro

Duke Energy

Bryan Dolan

Duke Energy




| Name | Organization |

Rita Sipe Duke Energy
Dale Smith Duke Energy
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\ Agenda for Public Meeting with Duke Power Regarding
Planning Related to Possible Combined License (COL) Application
March 14, 2005, 1:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.
Commissioner’s Conference Room O1F16

1:00 p.m. - 1:05 p.m. Introductory Remarks NRC

1:05 p.m. - 1:30 p.m. Executive Overview of Duke Power Duke
Plans and Objectives

1:30 p.m. - 2:00 p.m. Discussion of Nominal NRC Review Duke/NRC
Schedule and Resources for Various
Combined License (COL) application
scenarios (without Early Site Permit)

Base Case: Certified Design with Greenfield Site

Scenario 1: Certified Design with Previously Characterized Site
Scenario 2: Certified Design with Existing Reactor Site
Scenario 3: Non-Certified Design with Greenfield Site

2:00 p.m. - 2:30 p.m. Discussion of Implications of a COL Duke/NRC
Application Referencing a Non-Certified Design

- Use of FDA for Ongoing Design Certification (DC) Review
- ASLBP Hearing Scope
- Concurrent COL and DC Reviews

2:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. Discussion COL Application Preparation and Duke/NRC
Review Timeline

- Pre-Application Submittals
- Meteorology Data Requirements
- Anti-Trust Review

3:00 p.m. - 3:30 p.m. Pre-Application Interactions

- Quality Assurance Program Review
Siesmic Data Collection
Emergency Planning

- Engineering Design Verification

3:30 p.m. - 3:45 p.m. Site Redress Plans and Timing of Limited Duke/NRC
Site Development Activities

3:45 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. Discussion of “Critical Path” for COL Review Duke/NRC

4:00 p.m. - 4:20 p.m. Summary and Action ltems Duke/NRC

4:20 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. Opportunity for Public Comments Public

4:30 p.m. Adjourn
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