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Mr. Timothy J. McGinty 
Director, Division of Policy and Rulemaking 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 

 

 
Subject:  Industry Comments on June 8 Workshop on Decommissioning Funding Assurance for 
Nuclear Reactors 
 
Dear Mr. McGinty, 
 
The Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI),1 on behalf of the nuclear energy industry, is pleased to provide 
comments on the workshop on decommissioning funding assurance for nuclear reactors that was 
held at NRC headquarters on June 8, 2011.  This workshop was a follow-up to a workshop on the 
same topic held on March 2, 2011. 

NEI and the nuclear industry have been actively engaged with the NRC staff on issues related to 
decommissioning funding, and in particular methods to value parent guarantees, over the past 
twenty months.2  On April 4, 2011, NEI submitted comments on the topics addressed in the March 2 
workshop.  The industry also had significant concerns regarding the conduct of the workshop itself, 
                                             
1 NEI is the organization responsible for establishing unified nuclear industry policy on matters affecting 
the nuclear energy industry.  NEI’s members include all utilities licensed to operate commercial nuclear 
power plants in the United States, nuclear plant designers, major architect/engineering firms, fuel 
fabrication facilities, nuclear material licensees, and other organizations and individuals involved in the 
nuclear energy industry.   
 
2 See e.g., Letter to M.Orr (NRC) from L.Kass (NEI), Revision to Comments on Draft Regulatory Guide 
DG-1299, “Assuring the Availability of Funds for Decommissioning Nuclear Reactors” June 2009 (Sept. 10, 
2009); Letter from A.Pietrangelo (NEI) to Chairman G.Jaczko (NRC) (Nov. 4, 2009); Letter from A. 
Pietrangelo (NEI) to Chairman G.Jaczko (NRC), SECY-10-0084: Explanation of Changes to Revision 2 to 
Regulatory Guide 1.159, “Assuring the Availability of Funds for Decommissioning Nuclear Reactors,” (Aug. 
4, 2010); Letter from A.Pietrangelo to Chairman G.Jaczko, Concerns Regarding the Conduct of the U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s March 2 Decommissioning Funding Workshop, (March 8, 2011);  Letter 
from L.Kass (NEI) to C.Bladey (NRC), Comments on Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1229, Revision 1, 
“Assuring the Availability of Funds for Decommissioning Nuclear Reactors,” (76 FR 2425, January 13, 
2011), (March 24, 2011);  Letter from L.Kass (NEI) to T.Fredrichs (NRC), Industry Comments on March 2 
Workshop on Decommissioning Funding Assurance for Nuclear Reactors (April 4, 2011).   
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as explained in NEI’s March 8, 2011, letter to Chairman Jaczko.  The comments presented in those 
letters are hereby incorporated into these comments.   

The purpose of this letter is to provide supplemental industry comments regarding discussions that 
occurred at the June 8, 2011, follow-up workshop.  Although issues related to the use of parent 
company guarantees were discussed during the March 2 workshop, additional information was 
developed at the follow-up session.  The industry believes that this additional information will be 
helpful to the staff in addressing the Commission’s direction in SRM-SECY-10-0084, which stated: 
 

The Commission did not support the categorical prohibition on the use of the net present 
value method for parent guarantees, the use of which has been previously approved by the 
NRC in license transfer cases.  Therefore, the staff should engage stakeholders and relevant 
experts in a workshop to develop an option paper in 6 months for Commission 
consideration.3 
 

In addition, this letter addresses some of the comments and arguments presented by the State of 
New York in its Supplemental Submission on the June 8 workshop.4  While New York’s comments 
did address the issue of whether the net present value approach to valuing parent guarantees is 
appropriate, many of the assertions presented in New York’s submittal amount to broad challenges 
to the NRC’s existing decommissioning funding assurance regulations.5   Our understanding of the 
Commission’s October 25, 2010, Staff Requirements Memorandum was that the workshops were 
intended to focus on resolving the net present value issue, not to serve as a general referendum on 
the NRC’s regulatory framework for assuring adequate decommissioning funding.  Thus, NEI will not 
address those broad assertions here.  Our views on the adequacy of the NRC’s decommissioning 
funding framework are fully articulated in our previous comment letters.6  Rather, we focus on three 
discrete issues relevant to the use of the net present value approach to valuing parent company 
guarantees.  
 

I. Use of net present value in valuing parent company guarantees is not 
prohibited.  

 

                                             
3 Staff Requirements – SECY-10-0084 – Explanation of Changes to Revision 2 to Regulatory Guide 1.159, 
“Assuring the Availability of Funds for Decommissioning Nuclear Reactors.” (Oct. 25, 2010)(SRM-SECY-
10-0084).  
 
4 Supplemental Submission by the State of New York Concerning the June 8, 2011 Follow Up Meeting to 
the March 2, 2011 Decommissioning Funding Workshop & Related Issues, (June 27, 2011)(Supplemental 
Submission).   
 
5 See, e.g., Supplemental Submission, at p. 16 (urging the NRC to “reinforce its regulatory structure to 
bring balance to the misallocation of risks….The decommissioning funding assurance process must be 
strengthened…..”). 
 
6 See footnote 2, supra, at pg. 1. 
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While the Commission’s rejection of a categorical prohibition on the use of the net present value 
approach seemingly resolved the issue,7 the NRC staff continues to maintain that such an approach 
is prohibited by 10 C.F.R. § 50.75.8  New York also takes this position in its comments on the June 8 
workshop.  As discussed below, and in NEI’s previous comment letters, the net present value 
approach is not prohibited by the NRC’s regulations and has been approved by the NRC staff in 
three license transfer cases, two of which were acted on just three years after the 1998 revisions to 
10 C.F.R. § 50.75 that allowed licensees to combine funding methods.9   
 
The net present value amount is calculated by discounting the estimated future cash flows from the 
expected date of decommissioning to determine the funds required today in order to meet the 
estimated decommissioning funding obligation at the end of plant life.  In contrast, the NRC staff 
now apparently would interpret, and the State of New York also argues, that NRC regulations 
prohibit the net present value approach, and instead require the application of a future value (i.e., 
no discounting of the guarantee would be permitted).     
 
New York, in its Supplemental Submission, argues that the use of the net present value method for 
determining guarantee amounts, is not “authorized,”10 is “not permit[ted]”11 and in fact is “contrary 
to the plain text”12 of 10 C.F.R. 50.75(e)(1)(iii).  However, that provision actually provides, in 
relevant part, that licensees may use as a method of decommissioning funding: 
 

(iii) A surety method, insurance, or other guarantee method: 
 

. . . . . 
 
(B) A parent company guarantee of funds for decommissioning costs based 
on a financial test may be used if the guarantee and test are as contained in 
appendix A to 10 CFR part 30. 

 
This provision does not address the method of determining the amount of the guarantee.  The 
position that the use of present value is contrary to the plain language of 10 C.F.R. § 50.75 is simply 

                                             
7 See SRM-SECY-10-0084.  
 
8 See, e.g., Present Value Discounting of Parent Guarantee for Decommissioning Financial Assurance, 
Thomas Fredrichs, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, (March 2, 2011).   
 
9 See Financial Assurance Requirements for Decommissioning Nuclear Power Reactors, 63 Fed. Reg. 
50,465 (Sept. 22, 1998).  The 1998 rulemaking is relevant because the present issue involves use of 
parent guarantees in combination with cash funds to provide reasonable decommissioning funding 
assurance. 
 
10 Supplemental Submission, at 4.  
 
11 Id. at 6. 
 
12 Id. at 5. 
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wrong.  In addition, the fact that the prepayment and sinking fund options expressly allow for an 
assumed 2% real rate of return, while the guarantee language is silent on the consideration of 
discounting,13 does not compel a conclusion that the approach is (or should be) prohibited in the 
guarantee context.  Instead, this is clearly an area within which the agency may exercise its 
substantial discretion to interpret its own regulations.14  The agency appropriately exercised that 
discretion in the three transfer cases (discussed below), where use of the net present value 
approach to valuing parent guarantees was clearly approved by the staff.  Contrary to the 
arguments put forward by New York, this is not a situation where the NRC is compelled to correct 
previous illegal conduct.15  Instead, this is a situation where the NRC has taken a valid policy 
position on a regulatory issue – allowing use of the net present value approach on three separate 
occasions – and now seeks to change that position.  In such situations the agency “must provide a 
reasoned explanation for any failure to adhere to its own precedents.”16  The staff has not provided 
such a reasoned explanation.  Instead, its efforts have focused on creating a prohibition where none 
exists, and discrediting its own precedent by asserting that the NRC’s approval of this approach in 
the license transfer cases was, in essence, a mistake.       
 
Finally, in describing parent guarantees as “mere promises to pay” and thus not appropriate for use 
of the present value approach, New York mischaracterizes NRC’s regulations.  Those “promises to 
pay” are premised on legally binding requirements for an accepted method of decommissioning 
funding, relying on strict financial tests that must be met in order to qualify for the parent company 
guarantee in the first instance.   Those tests are designed to provide assurance that payment will 
and can be made by the parent, when and if needed by financially qualified entities.  In short, the 
parent guarantee method of funding has been approved by the NRC as one element of providing 
reasonable assurance of funding adequacy.  Arguments suggesting that it be treated as something 
less are unfounded. 
 

II. Approval of the net present value approach in the license transfer cases 
was not a mistake. 

 
Several license transfer cases in which the net present value approach to valuing parent company 
guarantees was approved by the NRC Staff have been discussed at the workshops.17  In order to 
discredit this precedent, arguments have been put forth essentially asserting that the NRC staff 

                                             
13 Id. at 4-5. 
 
14 See Thomas Jefferson Univ. v. Shalala, 512 U.S. 504, 512 (1994).   
 
15 See Supplemental Submission,  at pg. 12. 
 
16 Honeywell v. NRC, 628 F.3d 568, 579 (D.C.Cir. Dec. 21, 2010)  (quoting Hatch v. FERC, 654 F.2d 825, 
834 (D.C. Cir. 1981)).   
 
17 These transfer cases were issued between 2001 and 2005, relatively soon after the regulation allowing 
for the sinking fund/guarantee combination was issued in 1998.  Thus, these decisions are far more 
contemporaneous to the original grant of authority, than the Staff’s current posture.    
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inadvertently approved the transfers and that the approvals were pro forma issuances in which no 
position was taken regarding the validity of the net present value approach.18   At the June 
Workshop, the NRC staff even attempted to show that the applications and safety evaluations were 
unclear and, thus, implied that the NRC did not have a sound basis for what they were doing when 
they approved the transfers.  Thus, both the Staff and New York contend that the amendments 
should not be relied on as precedent.19   
 
Contrary to these claims, the NRC’s approval of the license transfers, as well as the applications 
submitted by licensees, are clear on their face.  The relevant portions of the staff’s safety 
evaluations and the orders approving the three license transfers in question are discussed briefly 
below. 
 

A.   Northeast Nuclear Energy Company March 2001 (Millstone) 
 
On March 9, 2001, the NRC issued an order approving the Millstone license transfer.20  The NRC 
staff’s safety evaluation accompanying the order explained the amount of financial assurance 
required in order to approve the transfer: 

 
The worksheet provided as Exhibit L reflects that, when earnings on fund balances, at an 
assumed 2% real rate, and withdrawals are considered over the decommissioning period, 
decommissioning funding assurance of $293 million is required to meet the site-specific 
estimate. The application states that, since the MP1 funds that will be transferred to DNC will 
have a net cash value of $268 million, additional decommissioning funding assurance of 
approximately $26 million will be provided. DNC will provide this additional funding 
assurance by parent guarantee, as permitted by 10 CFR 50.75(e)(1)(iii). Exhibit M provides a 
worksheet demonstrating compliance with the NRC’s financial test for parent guarantees, in 
accordance with 10 CFR 50.75(e)(1)(iii)(C) and 10 CFR Part 30, Appendix A. DNC has chosen 
to demonstrate compliance using the test in section II.A.2 of the Appendix. A copy of the 
draft parent guarantee is provided as Exhibit N of the August 31, 2000, application.21 

 

                                             
18 See, Supplemental Submission, at pg. 10-12. 
 
19 See e.g., NRC Transcript of July 8, 2011, meeting, pp. 52-56 (illustrating NRC concern and uncertainty 
as to what had been approved for one license transfer).  In addition, New York’s Supplemental 
Submission appears to take much the same approach in suggesting that the Staff has “effectively taken 
no position” on the appropriateness of discounted parent guarantees.  Supplemental Submission, at pg. 
10. 
 
20 Order Approving Transfer of Licenses and Conforming Amendments, Docket Nos. 50-245, 50-336, 50-
423 (March 9, 2001)(ML010160314)(NNECO Order).   
 
21 Safety Evaluation by the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation Transfer of Operating Licenses From 
Northeast Nuclear, et al. to Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc., Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit 
Nos. 1, 2, and 3, Docket Nos. 50-245, 50-336, and 50-423,  at pg. 8 (ML010160314))(emphasis added).   
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Condition (3) of the NNECO Order approving the license transfer states: 
 

On the closing date of the transfer of the Selling Owners’ interests in MP1 to DNC, DNC 
shall: 1) obtain from the Selling Owners of MP1 the decommissioning trust fund for MP1 in 
an amount no less than $268,300,000; and 2) receive a parent company guarantee pursuant 
to 10 CFR 50.75(e)(1)(iii)(B) (to be updated annually as required under 10 CFR 50.75(f)(1) 
and 50.82(a)(8)(iv), unless otherwise approved by the NRC) in an amount which, when 
combined with the decommissioning trust fund for MP1, equals a total of the site-specific 
decommissioning funding cost as of the closing date of the transfer as estimated (in year 
2000 dollars) in accordance with 10 CFR 50.82 (including the use of a 2 percent annual real 
rate of return as provided in 10 CFR 50.75(e)(1)(i)).22 

 
 

B. Constellation et al. Transfer June 2001 (involving Nine Mile Point) 
 

On June 22, 2001, the NRC issued an order approving the Nine Mile Point license transfer.23  The 
NRC staff’s safety evaluation accompanying the order explained the amount of financial assurance 
required in order to approve the transfer: 
 

The Application contains calculations of the minimum NRC formula amounts required for the 
radiological decommissioning of NMP1 and NMP2, pursuant to 10 CFR 50.75(c), NRC 
Regulatory Guide 1.159 and NUREG-1307, Rev. 9. Based on these calculations, which were 
provided in the February 1, 2001, submittal at Exhibit 14, the applicants concluded that the 
minimum formula amount for NMP1 is approximately $376.5 million, and the minimum 
formula amount for NMP2 is approximately $345.5 million. The NRC staff has reviewed the 
calculations provided with the Application and accepts the results as accurate. 
 
The Application estimates that the amounts in the decommissioning trusts that will be 
transferred to NMP LLC on the closing date will be $266 million for NMP1 and $176 million 
for NMP2. Therefore, according to the application, additional funding assurance of 
approximately $55 million for NMP1 and approximately $34 million for the 82% interest in 
NMP2 is required.  The additional funding assurance will be provided by a parent company 
guarantee. The Application contains, at Exhibit 15A of the February 1, 2001, submittal, the 
calculations of the additional funding assurance needed. In accordance with 10 CFR 
50.75(e), credit for a 2% annual real-rate of return for the remaining term of the operating 
licenses - 8 years and 25 years, respectively was taken in calculating the amounts required 

                                             
22 NNECO Order, at 5.   
 
23 Order Approving Transfer of Licenses and Conforming Amendments, Docket Nos. 50-220 and 50-410 
(June 22, 2001)(ML011520030)(Constellation Order).   
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for the parent company guarantee. The staff has reviewed the calculations in Exhibit 15A 
and finds them to be accurate.24 

 
Condition (2) of the Constellation Order approving the license transfer states: 
 

On the closing date of the transfer of NMP1 and NMP2 to it, NMP LLC shall: (1) obtain from 
the transferors all of their accumulated decommissioning trust funds for NMP1 and NMP2, 
respectively, and (2) receive [a] parent company guarantee[s] pursuant to 10 CFR 
50.75(e)(1)(iii)(B) (to be updated annually as required under 10 CFR 50.75(f)(1), unless 
otherwise approved by the NRC) in a form acceptable to the NRC and in [an] amount[s] 
which, when combined with the decommissioning trust funds for NMP1 and NMP2, equals or 
exceeds the total amounts required for NMP1 and NMP2, respectively, pursuant to 10 CFR 
50.75(b) and (c).25 
 

C. FirstEnergy Transfer December 2005 (involving Beaver Valley, 
Davis-Besse, Perry) 

 
On December 16, 2005, the NRC issued an order approving the above-referenced license transfer.26  
The NRC staff’s safety evaluation accompanying the order explained the amount of financial 
assurance required in order to approve the transfer: 
 

The May 18, 2005, application also states that, as of December 31, 2004, the NRC minimum 
formula amount for decommissioning funding assurance required for Penn Power’s pro rata 
shares for BVPS 1 was $231.9 million; $49.0 million for BVPS 2; and $24.3 million for Perry. 
It also indicates that the 2004 year-end market value of Penn Power’s NDT funds was 
approximately $108.1 million for BVPS 1; $25.3 million for BVPS 2; and $9.7 million for 
Perry.  The application also states that, taking into account the NRC’s allowed real rate of 
return earnings credit for decommissioning funds of 2 percent being applied to existing 
funds, the funds to be transferred will be approximately $71 million less than the NRC 
minimum required amount for BVPS 1 and BVPS 2 to be considered fully prepaid, and 
approximately $6 million less than the required amount for Perry. Therefore, FENGenCo will 
provide additional decommissioning funding assurance by obtaining a parent company 
guarantee from FirstEnergy in an initial amount of $80 million (in 2005 dollars), as permitted 
by 10 CFR 50.75(e)(1)(iii). The initial $80 million amount will cover the $71 million for Penn 

                                             
24 Safety Evaluation by the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation Transfer of Operating Licenses for Nine 
Mile Point Nuclear Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2 to Nine Mile Point Nuclear Station, LLC, Docket Nos. 50-220 
and 50-410, at 11-12 (ML011520030).   
 
25 Constellation Order, at pg. 4-5.   
 
26 Order Superceding Order of November 15, 2005 Approving Transfer of Licenses and Conforming 
Amendments, Docket Nos. 50-334 and 50-412, 50-346, and 50.440 (Dec. 16, 
2005)(ML053460182)(FENOC Order).   
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Power’s share of its funding requirement for BVPS plus the $6 million in additional assurance 
required for Perry. FENGenCo will recalculate the required funding levels each year, as 
required by 10 CFR 50.75(b)(2), and as necessary, it will either obtain appropriate 
adjustments to the parent company guarantee or otherwise provide for any required 
additional funding.27 

 
Condition (2) of the FENOC Order approving the license transfer states: 
 
 

By the date of closing of the transfer of the ownership interests in BVPS 1, BVPS 2, and 
Perry, from Penn Power to FENGenCo, FENGenCo shall obtain a parent company guarantee 
from FirstEnergy in an initial amount of at least $80 million (in 2005 dollars) to provide 
additional decommissioning funding assurance regarding such ownership interests. Required 
funding levels shall be recalculated annually and, as necessary, FENGenCo shall either obtain 
appropriate adjustments to the parent company guarantee or otherwise provide any 
additional decommissioning funding assurance necessary for FENGenCo to meet NRC 
requirements under 10 CFR 50.75.28 

 
It is obvious, based on the plain language of the safety evaluations and orders cited above, that the 
NRC staff clearly understood: (1) that it was approving use of a parent guarantee after the 2% real 
rate of return had been credited, and (2) that use of a parent guarantee in this way needed to be 
conditioned on an annual review and adjustment to the decommissioning funding amount, as 
necessary.  Respectfully, ad hoc arguments designed to discredit this precedent by claiming that it 
was created inadvertently are absurd.   
 

III. NRC regulations expressly authorize the combination of funding methods, 
including the combination of external sinking funds and parent 
guarantees.   

 
An additional issue that has arisen concerns the proper interpretation of 10 CFR 50.75(e)(1)(vi), 
which allows combinations of approved funding mechanisms.  Section 50.75(e)(1)(vi) allows such 
combinations generally, and explicitly allows combination of external sinking funds and guarantees.  
Notably, the sinking fund/guarantee combination applies to “[l]icensees who do not have sources of 
funding equivalent to that provided by the mechanisms specified in paragraph (e)(1)(ii) [i.e., rates 
and “non-bypassable charges”].”  New York asserts that licensees have “shifted their position” to 
rely upon paragraph (e)(1)(vi) to justify the present value approach for parent company 

                                             
27 Safety Evaluation by the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation Related to Direct Transfer of Facility 
Operating Licenses to FirstEnergy Nuclear Generation Corporation, Beaver Valley Power Station, Units 1 
and 2, Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1, Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1, Docket Nos. 50-334, 
50-412, 50-346, and 50-440, at pg. 8 (ML053460182)(emphasis added).   
 
28 FENOC Order, at pg. 6.   
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guarantees.29  To the contrary, licensees have consistently argued that the use of the present value 
approach for calculating the parent company guarantee is not prohibited by either Section 
50.75(e)(1)(iii) or (e)(1)(vi).   
 
The point being made at the June 8 workshop was that paragraph (e)(1)(vi) presents two different 
criteria – one with respect to “other combinations of mechanisms,” and one with respect to the 
sinking fund/guarantee combination.   The sinking fund/guarantee combination does not preclude, 
or otherwise address, the use of the net present value approach. It is clear, however, that the NRC 
regulations allow licensees to utilize the combination of sinking funds and guarantee mechanisms to 
provide decommissioning funding assurance.  Specifically, 50.75(e)(1)(vi) states: 

(e)(1) Financial assurance is to be provided by the following methods. 

. . . . . 

(vi)  Any other mechanism, or combination of mechanisms, that provides, as determined by 
the NRC upon its evaluation of the specific circumstances of each licensee submittal, 
assurance of decommissioning funding equivalent to that provided by the mechanisms 
specified in paragraphs (e)(1)(i) through (v) of this section.  Licensees who do not have 
sources of funding described in paragraph (e)(1)(ii) of this section may use an external 
sinking fund in combination with a guarantee mechanism, as specified in paragraph 
(e)(1)(iii) of this section, provided that the total amount of funds estimated to be necessary 
for decommissioning is assured. 

The interplay between the first and second sentences of paragraph (e)(1)(vi) has been discussed in 
some detail in the workshops.  However, contrary to NRC Staff claims during the March workshop, 
and assertions by New York in its Supplemental Submission, those provisions are independent and 
direct two separate analyses.  In the rulemaking which permitted the sinking fund/guarantee option, 
the NRC clearly described these as two separate provisions:   
 

In sum, the NRC has eliminated the prohibition on combining parent 
company or self-guarantees with external sinking funds.  The NRC will also 
consider other combinations of mechanisms on a case-by-case basis when 
the aforementioned concerns are addressed.30 
 

Thus, the use of the guarantee and sinking fund option is already accepted by the Commission.  The 
only tests to be applied are (1) whether the guarantee is as provided in Section 50.75(e)(1)(iii), and 
(2) whether the “total amount of funds estimated to be necessary for decommissioning is assured.”  
For parent guarantees, first test will be addressed through compliance with Appendix A to 10 C.F.R. 
Part 30.  With regard to the net present value approach, NEI believes that the second test could be 

                                             
29 Supplemental Submission, at pg. 6. 
 
30 Financial Assurance Requirements for Decommissioning Nuclear Power Reactors, 63 
Fed. Reg 50465, 50473 (September 22, 1998)(emphasis added). 
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adequately addressed through commitments by licensees to perform annual reviews and 
adjustments analogous to those required in the license transfer cases described above.  There may 
also be other assurances that can be provided, depending on the staff’s specific concerns.  
Unfortunately, most of the discussion on regulatory issues has focused on whether the net present 
value approach is prohibited by the Commissions existing regulations – an issue that, in our view, 
was settled by the Commission in SRM-SECY-10-0084.    
 
According to § 50.75(e)(1)(vi), “other combinations of mechanisms” would need to be reviewed and 
approved by the NRC upon its evaluation of the specific circumstances of each licensee submittal.   
These reviews would focus on whether assurance of decommissioning funding equivalent to that 
provided by the mechanisms specified in paragraphs (e)(1)(i) through (v) would be provided by the 
combination in question.   We note that neither provision of 50.75(e)(1)(vi) requires a showing of 
“special circumstances,” as would be the case if an exemption were required pursuant to 10 C.F.R.§  
50.12.   
 

VI. Conclusion 

The NRC’s regulatory scheme regarding the use of parent company guarantees by power reactor 
licensees explicitly allows the combination of parent guarantees with external sinking funds.  
Further, contrary to various arguments put forth in the NRC workshops, the NRC’s regulations do 
not prohibit the net present value approach to valuing parent guarantees and valid licensing 
precedent exists allowing this approach.  As we have asserted on numerous occasions over the past 
20 months, when appropriately conditioned, the net present value approach to valuing parent 
guarantees is a reasonable and effective approach to provide adequate decommissioning funding 
assurance.   

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the workshop.  Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you have any questions.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Alexander Marion 

c: Mr. Christopher Regan, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Mr. Thomas Fredrichs, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

 
 


