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August 2, 2007

ATTN: Document Control Desk
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

UN#07-010

Subject: UniStar Nuclear, NRC Project No. 746
Partial Combined License Application
Request for Withholding Information from Public Disclosure

Letter UN#07-008, from R. M. Krich to U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, "UniStar Nuclear, NRC Project No. 746, Submittal of a
Partial Combined License Application for the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power
Plant, Unit 3, Application for Withholding of Documents, and Request for
Exemption," dated July 13, 2007

Reference:

By letter dated July 13, 2007 (Reference), UniStar Nuclear submitted a partial combined
license (i.e., COL) application. We have subsequently determined that proprietary
information was inadvertently included in unredacted sections of our partial COL
application. Accordingly, UniStar Nuclear requests that this proprietary information be
withheld from public disclosure in accordance with 10 CFR 2.390, "Public inspections,
exemptions, requests for withholding," paragraph (a)(4). An affidavit providing the basis
for this request for withholding is provided in Enclosure 1. The pages containing the
information to be withheld, along with removal and insertion instructions, directing that
these pages be added to the Proprietary Information Binder of the partial COL
application, are provided in Enclosure 2. The redacted pages, along with removal and
insertion instructions, are provided in Enclosure 3.
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If you have any questions or need additional information, contact me at (410) 864-6441.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on August 2, 2007

R. M. Krich
UniStar Nuclear Development, LLC

Enclosures:
1) Affidavit
2) Partial COL Application Pages Containing Proprietary Information
3) Partial COL Application Redacted Pages

cc: U.S. NRC Region I (2 copies)
U.S. NRC Resident Inspector, Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2
NRC Project Manager, U.S. EPR Combined License Application
NRC Project Manager, U.S. EPR Design Certification Application (w/o enclosures)
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ENCLOSURE 1
Affidavit of Rod M. Krich

(Page 1 of 2)

Rod M. Krich, being duly sworn, hereby deposes and states as follows:

1. My name is Rod M. Krich. I am the Senior Vice President, Regulatory Affairs for
UniStar Nuclear.

2. I have been authorized by UniStar Nuclear to execute this affidavit in support of
UniStar Nuclear's request to withhold proprietary information identified in UniStar
Nuclear letter to the NRC dated August 2, 2007, "UniStar Nuclear, NRC Project No.
746, Partial Combined License Application, Request for Withholding Information from
Public Disclosure," hereafter referred to as the "Proprietary Information," from public
disclosure in accordance with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC's)
regulations appearing at 10 C.F.R. § 2.390(a)(4).

3. The Proprietary Information is being submitted as proprietary and confidential
information as part of an enclosure to UniStar Nuclear's letter UN#07-010 from
myself to NRC's Document Control Desk.

4. The Proprietary Information includes detailed financial information regarding costs
and taxes associated with the construction and operation of the proposed U.S. EPR
nuclear power plant at the Calvert Cliffs sites (i.e., Unit 3).

5. The Proprietary Information was prepared with the explicit understanding that the
information itself would be treated as proprietary and confidential. The information
should therefore be withheld from public disclosure. Indeed, other than this one
instance of inadvertently including this information in unredacted sections of the
partial Combined License application, UniStar Nuclear has otherwise refrained from
publicly disclosing the information. To the best of my knowledge and belief, the
Proprietary Information has not otherwise been available in any public source.

6. If the Proprietary Information was publicly disclosed, UniStar Nuclear and
Constellation Generation would suffer irreparable and incalculable harm.
Specifically, UniStar Nuclear's competitors would gain valuable insight into otherwise
unavailable business strategies, plans, and financial details. By knowing the details
included in the Proprietary Information, UniStar Nuclear's competitors would obtain
an unfair commercial advantage that would significantly affect UniStar Nuclear's
ability to compete. In addition, the success of the UniStar Nuclear's future plans is
governed in large part by the cost and tax information, and thus to publicly disclose
this information as reflected in Proprietary Information would result in substantial
harm to the competitive position of UniStar Nuclear.

7. Financial information by its nature is treated as confidential. The specific financial
details in the Proprietary Information have not been publicly released for the reasons
set forth above. Accordingly, withholding the Proprietary Information from disclosure
will not adversely affect the public.



8. A redacted version of the Proprietary Information has been provided. This version is
for public disclosure.

9. The Proprietary Information is being submitted to the NRC in confidence. The
Proprietary Information is of a sort customarily held in confidence by UniStar
Nuclear, and in fact has been held in confidence and not otherwise previously
publicly released.

Further Affiant sayeth not.

Rod M. Krich 6"
Senior Vice President, Regulatory Affairs,
UniStar Nuclear

Subscribed and sworn to before me,
Notary Public, this 4--day of August, 2007:

Doi/oMy Commission expires:
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Information withheld in accordance with 10 CFR 2.390, "Public inspections, exemptions,
requests for withholding," paragraph (d)(1).

wages for the region and the 50 mi (80 km) radius, it is concluded that the potential increase in
state income taxes represent a small economic benefit.

Additional sales taxes also would be generated by the power plant and the in-migrating
residents. Constellation Generation Group and UniStar Nuclear Operating Services would
directly purchase materials, equipment, and outside services, which would generate additional
state sales taxes. Also, in-migrating residents would generate additional sales tax revenues
form their daily purchases. The amount of increased sales tax revenues generated by the in-
migrating residents would depend upon their retail purchasing patterns, but would only
represent a small benefit to this revenue stream for the region and the 50 mi (80 km) radius.

Overall, although all tax revenues generated by the CCNPP Unit 3 and the related workforce
would be substantial in absolute dollars, as described above, they would be relatively small
compared to the overall tax base in the region and the state of Maryland. Thus, it is concluded
that the overall beneficial impacts to state tax revenues would be SMALL.}

4.4.2.6.2 Two-County Region of Influence

{In 2006, Constellation Energy paid about $15.8 million in Calvert County property taxes
(including $10.3 million in personal property and $5.5 million in operating real property taxes)
for Units 1 and 2, and in 2007 it paid about $16.2 million in property taxes (including $10.6
million in personal property and $5.6 million in operating real property taxes),

The total project capital cost estimated for CCNPP Unit 3 is [ ] billion (in 2007 dollars). In
2007, the CCNPP Unit 3 site is estimated to generate [ ] million in total property taxes in its
current, substantially undeveloped state. Investments in planning, engineering, and an
assumed limited work authorization from 2008 through 2010 would result in UniStar paying
increased county total property taxes, from about [ ] million in 2008, to [ ] million in 2009,
to [ ] million in 2010. Even more substantial increases in total property tax payments would
occur in subsequent years once major construction activities commence, including [ ]
million in 2011, [ ] million in 2012, [ ] million in 2013, [ ] million in 2014, and
[ ] million in 2015. The maximum of [ " million would represent a significant [ ]
percent increase in Calvert County's $78.8 million in annual property (real and personal) tax
revenues for fiscal year 2005, and a [ ] percent increase in total county revenues of $174.1
million (see Section 2.5.2).

These increased property tax revenues would either provide additional revenues for existing
public facility and service needs or for new needs generated by the power plant and associated
workforce. The increased revenues could also help to maintain or reduce future taxes paid by
existing non-project related businesses and residents, to the extent that project-related payments
provide tax revenues that exceed the public facility and service needs created by CCNPP Unit 3.
However, the payment of those taxes often lags behind the actual impacts to public facilities and
services, or the time needed to plan for and provide the additional facilities or services. Thus, it is
concluded that these increased power plant property tax revenues would be a LARGE economic
benefit to Calvert County.

Additional county income taxes would be generated by the in-migrating residents, although the
amount cannot be estimated because of the variability of investment income, retirement
contributions, tax deductions taken, applicable tax brackets, and other factors. It is estimated that
Calvert County would experience a $66.5 million increase in annual wages from the direct
workforce. St. Mary's County would experience an estimated annual increase of $22.5 million
from the direct workforce. Relative to the existing total wages for the ROI, it is concluded that the
potential increase in county income taxes represent a small economic benefit to the jurisdictions.
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Information withheld in accordance with 10 CFR 2.390, "Public inspections, exemptions,
requests for withholding," paragraph (d)(1).

migrating into Calvert County would generate over $34.4 million in income and the 137 indirect
households in St. Mary's County would generate $11.6 million in household income. This
additional income would result in additional expenditures and economic activity in the ROI.
However, it would represent a small percentage of overall total income in the ROI. It is
concluded that the impacts to employment and income would be SMALL, and would not require
mitigation.)

5.8.2.4 Tax Revenue Generation

5.8.2.4.1 50 Mile (80 km) Comparative Geographic Area

(Additional state income taxes would be generated by the in-migrating residents, although the
amount cannot be estimated because of the variability of investment income, retirement
contributions, tax deductions taken, applicable tax brackets, and other factors. It is estimated
that the 50 mi (80 km) radius and the state would experience a $25.4 million increase in annual
wages from the direct workforce and $46.0 million in indirect workforce wages, for a total of
$71.4 million. Relative to the existing total wages for the state and 50 mi (80 km) radius, it is
concluded that the potential increase in state income taxes represent a SMALL economic
benefit.

Additional sales taxes also would be generated by the power plant and the in-migrating
residents. It is estimated that UniStar would spend about $9 million annually (in 2005 dollars)
on materials, equipment, and outside services (excluding costs for planned outages), which
would generate additional state sales and income taxes. The amount of increased sales tax
revenues generated by the in-migrating residents would depend upon their retail purchasing
patterns, but would only represent a SMALL benefit to this revenue stream for the state and the
50 mi (80 km) radius.

Overall, although all tax revenues generated by the CCNPP Unit 3 and the related workforce
would be substantial in absolute dollars, as described above, they would be relatively small
compared to the overall tax base in 50 mi (80 km) area and the State of Maryland. Thus, it is
concluded that the overall beneficial impacts to state tax revenues would be SMALL.)

5.8.2.4.2 (Two-County) Region of Influence

(The facility qualifies for a 50% reduction in assessed personal property value once operation
begins in 2016, reducing the personal property assessed value from [ ] billion (excluding
financing costs) to [ ] billion. This would result in a drop in total property tax payments for
Unit 3 to [ ] million in 2016, which then would slowly decline in following years as a result of
taking allowances for depreciation. This would represent a [ I increase in Calvert County's
$78.8 million in annual property (real and personal) tax revenues for fiscal year 2005, and a
[ ] increase in total county revenues of $174.1 million (see Section 2.5.2). These increased
property tax revenues would either provide additional revenues for existing public facility and
service needs or for new needs generated by the power plant and associated workforce. The
increased revenues could also help to maintain or reduce future taxes paid by existing non-project
related businesses and residents, to the extent that project-related payments provide tax
revenues that exceed the public facility and service needs created by CCNPP Unit 3. It is
concluded that these increased power plant property tax revenues would be a LARGE economic
benefit to Calvert County.

Additional county income taxes would be generated by the in-migrating residents, although the
amount cannot be estimated because of the variability of investment income, retirement
contributions, tax deductions taken, applicable tax brackets, and other factors. It is estimated that
Calvert County would experience a $19.0 million increase in annual wages from the direct
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concentration. Minority and low-income residents of these census block groups might benefit
from employment at CCNPP Unit 3, to the extent that they are currently unemployed or
underemployed, and to the extent that they have the skills required to fill the operational
workforce positions. This beneficial impact is likely to be SMALL, would not be disproportionate
compared to the general population, and would not require mitigation.

It is estimated that Constellation Generation Group and UniStar Nuclear Operating Services
would spend $28 million annually in salaries (an average of $77,135/year/worker for direct labor,
excluding benefits). The CCNPP Unit 3 estimated average annual salary is only somewhat less
than the $84,388 median income for an entire household in Calvert County in 2005, but
noticeably larger than $62,939 median household income in St. Mary's County. Again, minority
and low-income residents might benefit from employment at CCNPP Unit 3, to the extent that
they can switch from lower paying to higher paying jobs. Given the small number of higher
paying jobs created, the beneficial impacts for low-income and minority populations would be
SMALL, would not be disproportionate compared to the general population, and would not
require mitigation.)

5.8.3.2.2 Housing

{As described in Section 5.8.2, there are far more vacant housing units available in the ROI than
would be needed to house the direct and indirect operational workforces for CCNPP Unit 3.
Also, because significantly more units are available than would be needed, the in-migrating
workforces alone should not result in an increase in housing prices or rental rates.

In addition, scheduling planned outages for CCNPP Unit 3 at times other than when they would
occur for CCNPP Units 1 and 2 should minimize the impacts of the availability and cost for
hotel/motel rooms and other short-term accommodations. Thus, CCNPP Unit 3 should not
affect the availability or cost of housing for low-income and minority populations. Because the
operational workforce would not require significant amounts of the vacant houses or hotel/motel
rooms and, thus, would not affect housing or rental prices, the power plant would have a SMALL
impact on housing, would not be disproportionate compared to the general population, and
would not require mitigation.)

5.8.3.2.3 Tax Revenues

{Finally, UniStar would pay an estimated [ ] million annually in property taxes (all figures
are in 2005 dollars) starting in 2015 when power plant operation would begin. These revenues
would slowly decline in the following years as a result of taking allowances for depreciation.
These new property taxes from CCNPP Unit 3 would represent a [ ] increase in Calvert
County's $78.8 million in annual property (real and personal) tax revenues for fiscal year 2005,
and a [ I increase in total county revenues of $174.1 million.

UniStar also would spend about $9 million annually on materials, equipment, and outside
services (excluding costs for planned outages) which would generate additional sales taxes for
the county and the state.

The CCNPP Unit 3 operational workforce would generate increased income tax, sales tax, and
property tax revenues where they live and where they spend their incomes. Low-income and
minority populations might benefit somewhat from these increased tax revenues, either because
they might help to avoid some future tax increases or they might fund improvements to or the
creation of new public facilities or services. However, the benefits of these additional tax
revenues, facilities, or services would be SMALL, would not be disproportionate compared to
the general population, and would not require mitigation.)
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{Two alternative nuclear sites were chosen for the analysis: 1) Nine Mile Point Nuclear Plant,
Oswego County, Scriba, New York; and 2) R.E. Ginna Nuclear Power Plant, Wayne County,
Ontario, New York. The analysis also evaluated a brownfield site located at the Crane
Generating Station on the Chesapeake Bay in Baltimore County, Maryland. These sites were
chosen because they are owned by Constellation and they are in relatively close proximity to
the CCNPP site.) In addition, a preliminary evaluation was done on a generic undeveloped
greenfield site. The sites were evaluated based on potential impacts to land use, air quality
water, terrestrial ecology and sensitive species, aquatic ecology and sensitive species,
demographics, and historic, cultural, and archeological resources.

{The evaluation concluded that the preferred location for the new nuclear facility is collocation
with an existing nuclear facility.) Siting a new reactor at an existing nuclear facility offers a
number of benefits:

" By collocating nuclear reactors, the total number of generating sites is reduced.
* No additional land acquisitions are necessary, and the applicant can readily obtain control of

the property. This reduces both initial costs to the applicant and the degree of impact to the
surrounding anthropogenic and ecological communities.

" Site characteristics, including geologic/seismic suitability, are already known, and the site
has already undergone substantial review through the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process during the original selection procedure.

* No new analysis of site appropriateness is necessary, which can reduce start-up costs. In
addition, the environmental impacts of both construction and operation of the existing unit
are known. It can be expected that the impacts of a new unit should be comparable to those
of the operating nuclear plant.

* Collocated sites can share existing infrastructure, reducing both development costs and
environmental impacts associated with construction of new access roads, waste disposal
areas, and other important supporting facilities and structures. Construction of new
transmission corridors may be eliminated or reduced because of the potential use of existing
corridors.

" Existing nuclear plants have nearby markets, the support of the local community, and the
availability of experienced personnel.

The analysis concluded that the greenfield site could be dismissed from further evaluation
based on high costs and potential adverse environmental impacts. Development of the
brownfield site would offer no advantages and would increase both the cost of the new facility
and the severity of impacts. Development of either of the two alternative nuclear sites offers no
environmental advantages over locating the new nuclear facility at the existing {CCNPP} site.

10.4.1.4 Benefits of the Proposed Facility

Locating the proposed new nuclear facility at the existing {CCNPP) property will afford benefits
to the local economy. The {CCNPP) owners will pay property taxes on the proposed new unit
for the duration of the operating licenses. {CCNPP} owners estimate that annual property tax
payments could reach approximately {[ ] million in 2015, the year of plant startup and a
maximum of [ ] million as described in Section 4.4.2.6.2.) Most people consider large tax
payments a benefit to the taxing entity because they support the development of infrastructure
that supports further economic development and growth.

{Approximately 833 people are employed at the existing CCNPP facility (BGE, 1998). It is
anticipated that construction and operation of the new facility would require a skilled workforce
of 363 people.) New jobs within approximately a 50 mi (80 km) radius of the plant would be
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