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On July 22, 2010, a Category 1 public meeting was held between the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) and representatives of Florida Power & Light (FPL, the licensee) at NRC 
Headquarters, One White Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland. The purpose 
of the meeting was to discuss the proposed extended power uprate (EPU) application for 
Turkey Point, Units 3 and 4. A list of attendees is provided as an Enclosure. 

The licensee presented information (Agencywide Documents Access and Management System 
(ADAMS) Accession No. ML102310411). The licensee presented the schedule of submitting 
the proposed application and implementation of the EPU. The schedule states the EPU license 
amendment request would be submitted August 2010. The NRC asked if this schedule is final 
and the licensee responded by stating that this is more of a proposed schedule and depends on 
approval of the alternate source term license amendment request that is currently under review. 

FPL presented its path forward for addressing the spent fuel pool criticality analysis. The 
licensee plans on submitting a separate submittal that will address the fuel storage criticality and 
fuel enrichment. The NRC asked what FPL considered the current licensing basis with the 
enforcement action taken against the Turkey Point spent fuel pool. The licensee responded by 
stating the enforcement action taken against the Turkey Point spent fuel pool has been entered 
into the corrective action program. The licensee continued by stating the new criticality analysis 
performed replaces the previous licensing basis analysis for spent fuel and new fuel storage. 
The NRC staff stated, submitting the new criticality analysis separately from the EPU application 
is acceptable but asked for a proposed submittal date of the criticality analysis. The licensee 
stated that another meeting can be setup to discuss the specifics of the application and continue 
the discussion on different options for separating or consolidating the analysis with the EPU 
application. The NRC cautioned FPL that if the criticality analysis is submitted separately from 
the EPU application, and the criticality analysis is not approved before the EPU, then the EPU, if 
approved, would have to be issued with a limited scope. 

The licensee also had a presentation on the modifications needed to implement the EPU and 
the approach for completing the modifications to the plant. The licensee stated that Title 10 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR), Section 50.59 will be applied to determine when 
prior NRC review is required. The licensee continued by stating that most of the modifications 
do not require prior NRC review for implementation. The NRC provided feedback by stating the 
10 CFR 50.59 discussions should include a description of the modification and the EPU affects 
on the modification. Also, the licensee should include in the 10 CFR 50.59 evaluations if the 
method and assumptions are the same as described in the final safety analysis report (FSAR) 
and the specification section in the FSAR that outlines the methodology and assumptions used. 
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The NRC asked how far ahead the licensee would complete the 10 CFR 50.59 evaluations 
before implementing the modifications. The licensee responded by stating the evaluations will 
be completed months in advance. 

The licensee concluded the presentation by stating the Turkey Point EPU application will 
conform to Review Standard (RS) - 001, Extended Power Uprates. The licensee also stated 
that Turkey Point, Units 3 and 4 were licensed prior to the general design criteria (GDC) and 
standard review plan but would provide a matrix that shows the correlation between the GDCs 
and the criteria that Turkey Point, Units 3 and 4 are licensed to. 

Members of the public were in attendance. A member of the public provided feedback via email 
that he was very disappointed in the sound quality. He continued by stating that he heard very 
little of the meeting and disconnected after 45 minutes. His comments have been forwarded to 
the NRR Senior Communications Analyst who will forward them to the Office of the Executive 
Director for Operations. 

Please direct any inquiries to me at 301-415- gig.e@~rc.gov. 
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The NRC asked how far ahead the licensee would complete the 10 CFR 50.59 evaluations 
before implementing the modifications. The licensee responded by stating the evaluations will 
be completed months in advance. 

The licensee concluded the presentation by stating the Turkey Point EPU application will 
conform to Review Standard (RS) - 001, Extended Power Uprates. The licensee also stated 
that Turkey Point, Units 3 and 4 were licensed prior to the general design criteria (GDC) and 
standard review plan but would provide a matrix that shows the correlation between the GDCs 
and the criteria that Turkey Point, Units 3 and 4 are licensed to. 

Members of the public were in attendance. A member of the public provided feedback via email 
that he was very disappointed in the sound quality. He continued by stating that he heard very 
little of the meeting and disconnected after 45 minutes. His comments have been forwarded to 
the NRR Senior Communications Analyst who will forward them to the Office of the Executive 
Director for Operations. 

Please direct any inquiries to me at 301-415-5888, or Jason.Paige@nrc.gov. 

IRA! 
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