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Background:

By letter dated December 30, 2025, Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC (DEC) submitted an
application for an Early Site Permit (ESP) to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for
the Belews Creek Site (BC) located in Stokes County, North Carolina, in accordance with the
requirements contained in Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Part 52,
“Licenses, Certifications, and Approvals for Nuclear Power Plants,” Subpart A, “Early Site
Permits.” On February 9, 2026, the NRC accepted the application for docketing. A notice of
the acceptance for docketing was published in the Federal Register on (89 FR 47997).

The NRC staff is conducting a detailed review of the Belews Creek Application including the
attached Environmental Report (ER) (ML25364A006) per Title 10 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (10 CFR) Part 51. In accordance with 10 CFR 51.20 the staff is preparing an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate the environmental impacts from the
proposed action.

In its initial review of data and information within the corresponding context of the ER, the staff is
identifying information needs that would promote a better understanding of the detailed analysis
and bases underlying the ESP application. This environmental audit will provide the NRC staff
an opportunity to discuss these items with the applicant’s subject matter experts, staff and
contractors. During the audit, the staff will discuss a wide range of environmental matters
related to land use, ground and surface water, terrestrial and aquatic ecology, human health,
postulated accidents, radiological and non-radiological waste, cultural resources, fuel cycle,
transportation of radioactive material, alternatives to the proposed action, socioeconomics air
quality, and noise. The audit will allow the staff to better understand the site, environmental
interfaces of the project, and modeling results, to draw appropriate environmental findings.
Information needs are expected to be provided in three sets.




Purpose:

The purpose of NRC staff conducting an environmental audit of the Belews Creek project / site
is to seek clarification, improve understanding, and to verify information provided in the ER and
supporting documentation.

Regulatory Audit Basis:

Requirements for environmental reports supporting ESPs are specified in 10 CFR 51.50,
“Environmental Reports — construction permit, early site permit or combined license stage.”

Regulatory Audit Scope:

Audit team members will review documents and other requested information outlined in the
attached information needs list and raised during discussions. The team will focus on
information provided by DEC in the electronic reading room (eRR) and during meetings and
interactions. This list covers the environmental review areas outlined in the Background section
of this audit plan. Specific objectives and topics to be discussed will be identified in subsequent
correspondence, such as an email, and dates will be proposed for discussion of the information.

Environmental Review Team:
Table 1 includes a list of the NRC'’s initial environmental review team assigned to the USO ER
review and their role or review area coverage. Additional audit team members will be added, as

needed.

Table 1. NRC Team Roles & Review Areas

Team Member Role / Review Area

Dan Barnhurst
William Burris
Patricia Vokoun
Don Palmrose

Environmental Review Supervisor

Environmental Project Manager, Audit Lead

Environmental Project Manager; Audit Support

Radiological Human Health; Fuel Cycle and Radiological Waste
Management; Postulated Accidents

Rao Tammara

Transportation of Radioactive Materials; Transportation of fuel
and wastes; Non- Rad Waste, Decommissioning

Shannon Healy

Terrestrial Ecology

Brianne Arlene

Aquatic Ecology

Jennifer Davis

Historic and Cultural Resources

Gerry Stirewalt

Geology and Hydrogeology

Bradley Werling

Alternatives, Foreseeable Impacts, Meteorology, Air Quality

Jeffery Rikhoff

Socioeconomics; Cost-Benefit Discussion

Carline Hsu

Land Use, Visual Impacts

Nancy Martinez

Surface Water Hydrology

Information and Other Material Necessary for the Regulatory Audit

DEC should be prepared to provide documents, reports, calculations, computer code

verification, and other material, as applicable, supporting the analyses documented in the ER.
The NRC staff may request that DEC make these additional materials available on the eRR or




during a site visit if one is conducted. Initial information requests and discussion items are
identified in the enclosed table. Additional requests will be provided during the remainder of the
audit.

Logistics:

Virtual Audit Entrance Meeting: April 20, 2026
Site Visit (Tentative): May 12 — May 14, 2026

Audit meetings will take place in a virtual format, using Microsoft Teams, or via other, similar
platforms. The NRC and DEC audit managers will schedule meetings as needed upon DEC’s
review of this audit plan. The audit duration is anticipated to be approximately 3 months with
activities occurring regularly for some subjects and intermittently for others. Follow-up sessions
will be scheduled, if needed, until audit closure. If a site visit is needed, review topics will be
provided to DEC, and mutually agreeable dates will be established.

The audit period may be reduced or extended, depending on the progress made by the NRC
staff and DEC in addressing audit questions. Additional audit activities may be planned as
necessary to support the NRC staff's understanding of information needed to complete the
review of the Belews Creek ESP application.

To improve the efficiency of the audit, DEC and the NRC staff discussed the use of the eRR
established by DEC that would allow the NRC staff read-only access to the technical
information provided by DEC. Use of the eRR is acceptable provided that DEC establishes
measures to limit access to specific NRC staff (e.g., based on NRC email addresses or the use
of passwords which will only be assigned to the NRC staff directly involved in the audit on a
need-to-know basis), and to make the documents view-only (i.e., prevent NRC staff from saving,
copying, downloading, or printing any documents). These measures associated with the eRR
must be maintained throughout the audit process. The NRC audit project managers will provide
DEC with the names of the NRC staff audit team that will require access to the eRR.

Special Requests:

The NRC staff requests that DEC ensure that their technical staff are available to answer
questions during the audit.

Deliverables:

At the completion of the audit, a publicly noticed exit meeting will be held at which time a
summary of audit activities and discussions will be presented along with the status of staff
information needs identified as part of the audit. In addition, the audit team will issue an audit
summary within 90 days after the exit meeting. The audit summary will be declared and entered
as an official agency record in ADAMS and be made available for public viewing through the
publicly available records component of ADAMS.

References:

The audit will follow the guidance in the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation’s (NRR) Office
Instruction LIC-111, Revision 1, “Regulatory Audits,” (ML19226A274).




Contacts:

Please contact William Burris at (301) 415-1621 or by email at william.burris@nrc.gov with any
questions about the conduct of the audit.

Date: April 16, 2026

WILLlAM Digitally signed by

WILLIAM BURRIS

BURRIS Date: 2026.04.16

10:28:06 -04'00'

William Burris

Environmental Project Manager
Environmental Project Management Branch 3
Division of Rulemaking, Environmental and
Financial Support

Office of Nuclear Materials Safety and
Safeguards

Project No.: 002082
Docket No.: 52-055




Belews Creek Early Site Permit Application Environmental Review—Information Needs

Environmental

Report (ER) Subject Matter Expert

Info Need # Information Need Regulatory Basis Section (SME)

General

GEN-1 Table 1.4-2 identifies relevant Federal, State, and local Title 10 of the Code of  Not applicable Caitlin Condon/
authorizations and permits that the applicant anticipates  Federal Regulations (N/A) General Hayley McClendon
obtaining for preconstruction, construction, and operation (10 CFR) 51.45(c)
activities. Please provide any known schedule details as
to when the applicant plans to apply for the identified
authorizations and permits.

GEN-2 Discuss baseline conditions at Belews Lake under 10 CFR 51.45 (b), N/A General Caitlin Condon/
current operations (taking into consideration the 10 CFR 51.45 (c) Hayley McClendon
operations of existing Belews Creek Steam Station
[BCSS], as BCSS is not scheduled for full shutdown until
2039).

GEN-3 Please clarify if the description of the PPE values in ER 10 CFR 51.50, N/A General Caitlin Condon/
Table 3.1-1 are for the whole project or if any of the 10 CFR 51.45 Hayley McClendon
values are per reactor (1,000 megawatt-thermal [M\WH]
maximum) or per plant complex.

GEN-4 Please provide geographic information system (GIS) files 10 CFR 51.45 N/A General Caitlin Condon/
used to create maps and figures in the ER. Please Hayley McClendon
provide a map and geospatial data of the anticipated
permanent and temporary impacts, including temporary
areas such as equipment storage, and construction
material laydown areas, borrow areas, haul roads, and
spoils and waste-disposal areas.

GEN-5 230 kilovolt (kV) switchyard 10 CFR 51.45(b) 3.24.2 Caitlin Condon/

Section 2.1.2 of the ER states that the existing BCSS is
served by an existing switchyard and established
transmission corridors that will serve the needs of the
project site. Therefore, no additional offsite transmission
lines or corridors are needed to support the project.
However, the need for a new large 230 kV switchyard or
multiple new smaller 230 kV switchyards (in addition to
the existing switchyard), has been identified. The new
switchyard(s) are located within the existing site
boundary. Various sections of the ER (Sections 5.3.1.5;

Hayley McClendon




Info Need #

Environmental
Report (ER) Subject Matter Expert
Information Need Regulatory Basis Section (SME)

5.7.3; 5.8.3) identify one new switchyard. Figure 3.1-1 of
the ER identifies two “potential switchyard” areas (each
approximately 6 acres [ac])—one for the north and one
for the south plant complex.

Clarify the number of new switchyards (i.e., single
switchyard, two switchyards, three switchyards), potential
locations, and required land area for each potential
option.

Accidents

ACC+1

ACC-2

ACC-3

ACC-4

In coordination with the safety review, provide an SME(s) 10 CFR 52.17 5.11.1 Donald Palmrose/
to discuss the selection as the surrogate accident source Colby Mangini
term—the GVH BWRX-300 primary cooling system ILBA)

(Ref.: SSAR Section 15.2).

In coordination with the safety review, provide an SME(s) 10 CFR 52.17 5.11.2.1 Donald Palmrose/
to discuss the selection of the severe accident scenarios Table 5.11-3 Colby Mangini

of SGTR), depressurization and seismic mentioned in ER

Section 5.11.2.1 and as listed in ER Table 5.11-3 and

subsequent tables.

Provide an SME(s) to discuss the evaluation of severe 10 CFR 52.17 511.2 Donald Palmrose/
accident risks using the MACCS (MELCOR Accident Colby Mangini
Consequence Code System) computer code for topics
such as:
1. the selected bounding severe accident scenario
and its source term
2. input values based on the guidance in NUREG/
CR-7270
Provide the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 10 CFR 52.17 5.11.2 Donald Palmrose/
staff with access to the MACCS input/output files and Colby Mangini
files with calculations for estimating the severe accident
risks.

Air Quality/Meteorology

MET-01

Please provide an SME(s) to discuss the local 10 CFR 51.45, 271 Julia Flaherty/
meteorology. Bradley Werling




Environmental

Report (ER) Subject Matter Expert
Info Need # Information Need Regulatory Basis Section (SME)
Environmental Standard
Please also provide the following: Review Plan (ESRP) 2.7
e monthly mixing heights, including frequency and
duration (persistence) of inversion conditions and
the methods used to provide the estimates
e monthly summaries of atmospheric stability
MET-02 Please provide an SME(s) to discuss the onsite 10 CFR 51.45, 2.7.4; Table 2.7-24  Julia Flaherty/
meteorological monitoring equipment and program. ESRP 2.7,3.4.1,3.4.2, Bradley Werling
6.2,6.4,and 6.7
Please also provide the following:
e 1 year or more of onsite meteorological station
data in electronic format
e discussion of potential plant heat dissipation
systems, along with the associated data needed
to evaluate those heat dissipation systems
e a map of the tower location showing nearby
obstructions or structures, as well as local
topography
e adescription of the tower, including details about
the instrument siting on the tower
e adescription of the meteorological monitoring
program, including analysis procedures, data
reduction, and quality control
MET-03 In coordination with the safety review, please provide an 10 CFR 51.45, 2.7.3 Julia Flaherty/
SME(s) to discuss the short-term and long-term ESRPs 5.4.1 and 5.4.2 Bradley Werling
dispersion modeling.
Please also provide the following:
e the locations of the nearest receptors in each
22.5 degree sector for the transport and diffusion
calculations
e documentation about the emission points for the
radiological releases
MET-04 Please provide a map showing the (proposed) locations ESRP 6.2 29 Julia Flaherty/

of air sampling stations.

Bradley Werling



Environmental

Report (ER) Subject Matter Expert

Info Need # Information Need Regulatory Basis Section (SME)

MET-05 Please provide a description of the environmental 10 CFR 51.45(c) 4.7 1 Julia Flaherty/
impacts of pre-construction activities relating to Bradley Werling
meteorology and air quality.

MET-06 Please provide data to characterize the meteorological ESRP 9.3 9.3.2 Julia Flaherty/
impacts at the alternative sites. Bradley Werling

MET-07 Please provide an SME(s) to discuss greenhouse gas ISG-026, Attachment1  4.7,5.7,6.3.2 Julia Flaherty/
(GHG) emissions for the different stages of the compete of ISG-026 Bradley Werling
plant lifecycle, including if a bounding estimate has been
developed to address possible reactor types.

MET-08 Please provide nonradiological construction phase 10 CFR 51.45(c) 4.7 Julia Flaherty/

emission estimates (or bounding estimates) and describe
the environmental impacts.

Bradley Werling

Alternatives

None

Caitlin Condon/
Bradley Werling

Aquatic Ecology

Audit Tour

Audit Tour

Audit Tour

AQU-1

Extent and location of construction activities along with
important aquatic features (e.g., estuaries, rivers,
reservoirs, lakes, wetlands, ponds, streams)

Overview of possible locations for the intake (2) and the
discharge (3) with surface level photos of surrounding
area where potential impacts may occur.

Overview of existing makeup water intake structure
(MWIS) and location of both intakes and velocity caps at
the confluence of the Dan River and Belews Creek
discussed in Section 2.2.2.1.4.

Section 3.3.2 and Section 4.2.1.1.3 discuss dredging.
Will any permits from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) and the North Carolina Department of
Environmental Quality (NCDEQ) be needed for dredging

10 CFR 51.45(c),
ESRP 2.4.2

10 CFR 51.45(c),
ESRP 2.4.2

10 CFR 51.45(c),
ESRP 5.3.1.2

10 CFR 51.45(c),
ESRP 4.3.2

Caitlin Wessel/
Briana Arlene

Caitlin Wessel/
Briana Arlene

Caitlin Wessel/
Briana Arlene

Caitlin Wessel/
Briana Arlene




Environmental

Report (ER) Subject Matter Expert

Info Need # Information Need Regulatory Basis Section (SME)
activities related to the intake and discharge or other in-
water structures?

AQuU-2 Section 3.3.2 and Section 4.2.1.1.3 discuss the potential 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
use of cofferdams. What is the approximate area and ESRP 4.3.2 Briana Arlene
volume that will be dewatered inside the cofferdam to
build the intake/discharges?

AQU-3 Per ESRP 4.3.2, please provide an expert to explain how 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
noise from pile driving or other in-water construction ESRP 4.3.2 Briana Arlene
activities to build cofferdams, intake, discharge, and in-
water pipelines (Sections 3.3.2 and 4.2.1.1.3) effect
aquatic organisms?

AQU-4 Section 4.2.1.1.3 discusses building activities that directly 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
impact Belews Lake include installation of the project ESRP 5.3.2.2 Briana Arlene
intake and discharge structures and associated in-lake
pipelines. How will the water discharge pipelines be
installed in Belews Lake and will permits from USACE
and the NCDEQ be needed?

AQU-5 What is the expected average and maximum flow rate at 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
the intake and how will it meet Clean Water Act (CWA) ESRP 5.3.1.2 Briana Arlene
requirements?

AQU-6 Per ESRP 5.3.1.2 Are there plans for recirculation of 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
heated effluent from the facility discharge system? ESRP 5.3.1.2 Briana Arlene

AQU-7 Section 5.3.2.1.2.2.3 discusses the impact of discharge 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
on aquatic resources. Please provide an expert to explain ESRP 5.3.2.2 Briana Arlene
the multiple discharges (e.g., south, middle, and north
complex discharges and combined discharge) and how
the discharge system will be compliant with the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
under Sections 316(a), 401, and 402 of the CWA.

AQU-8 Section 3.2.2.4.3 discusses the discharge. Please 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/

provide an expert to describe under what conditions the
blowdown flow would need to be diverted to the Dan
River rather than Belews Lake.

ESRP 5.3.2.2

Briana Arlene




Environmental

Report (ER) Subject Matter Expert

Info Need # Information Need Regulatory Basis Section (SME)

AQU-9 Besides the Radiological Environmental Monitoring 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
Program (REMP), is Duke Energy (Duke) planning on ESRP 6.5.2 Briana Arlene
any pre-operational or operational monitoring of aquatic
resources? If not, what is the rational?

AQU-10 Provide a copy of the cited document: Duke Energy, 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
2016. Assessment of Balanced and Indigenous ESRP 2.4.2 Briana Arlene
Populations in Belews Reservoir, Prepared for Belews
Creek Steam Station: NPDES No. NC00244086,

Huntsville, North Carolina, August 2016.

AQU-11 Provide a copy of the cited document: Duke Energy, 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
2021. CWA §316(a) Balanced and Indigenous ESRP 2.4.2 Briana Arlene
Community Study Report, Belews Creek Steam Station,

Belews Creek, North Carolina, April 2021.

AQU-12 Provide a copy of the cited document: Duke Energy, 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
2024a. Dan River Freshwater Mussel Surveys Near Duke ESRP 2.4.2 Briana Arlene
Energy’s Belews Creek, NC Site, September 2024.

Please also provide any other Mussel surveys from the
last 10+ years since the coal ash spill.

AQU-13 Provide a copy of the cited document: HDR, 2014. 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
Belews Creek Steam Station Ash Basin, Topographic ESRP 5.3.2.2 Briana Arlene
Map and Discharge Assessment Plan, Henningson,

Durham & Richardson, Inc., Report Submitted to Duke
Energy Carolinas, LLC, December 2014.

AQU-15 Please provide the report for the Benthic 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
macroinvertebrate populations surveyed in the period ESRP 2.4.2 Briana Arlene
2011-2015 by Duke Energy as a part of an assessment
of the aquatic populations within Belews Lake.

AQU-16 Please provide the report for the preapplication 10 CFR 51.45(c), - Caitlin Wessel/
monitoring program in the Dan River in spring and fall ESRP 2.4.2 Briana Arlene
2024.

Benefit-Cost

- None - - Jeffrey Rickoff/

Michelle Neimeyer

Climate Change




Environmental

Report (ER) Subject Matter Expert
Info Need # Information Need Regulatory Basis Section (SME)
- None - - Nancy Martinez/
Julia Flaherty
Reasonably Foreseeable Impacts
- None - - Caitlin Condon/
Bradley Werling
Decommissioning
- None - - Tammara Rao / Colby
Mangini
Fuel Cycle
- None - 6.1 Donald Palmrose/

Colby Mangini

Federally Protected Ecological Resources

FPE-1 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has released
species specific Determination Keys to assist in the
evaluation of project impacts. Using IPaC (Information
for Planning and Consultation) Beta
(https://ipacb.ecosphere.fws.gov/), please complete the
North Carolina Statewide Determination Key and the
Northern Long-eared Bat and Tricolored Bat Range-wide
Determination Key and provide a copy of the results.

FPE-2 The ER does not address the federally listed small
whorled pogonia, which has a range that overlaps with
the action area. Please provide an assessment of
species’ presence and potential impacts.

FPE-3 In their technical assistance letter, the FWS
recommended surveying for the Schweinitz’s sunflower
during the blooming period (August—October) by a
qualified botanist. Surveys for this species are valid for a
period of 2 years (https://www.fws.gov/story/2022-
03/north-carolinas-federally-threatened-endangered-and-

risk-plant-species). Duke conducted a vegetation survey
within the blooming period in 2024. Please state whether
there are plans to repeat this survey within 2 years of

16 USC § 1536

16 USC § 1536

16 USC § 1536

43.1.4.1;43.2.21;
5.3.1.4.1;5.3.2.2.1

2.3.15.1;43.1.4.1;
5.3.1.4.1

Appendix 1A

Shannon Healy/
Dana Vesty

Shannon Healy/
Dana Vesty

Shannon Healy/
Dana Vesty




Info Need #

Information Need

Regulatory Basis

Environmental
Report (ER) Subject Matter Expert
Section (SME)

FPE-4

FPE-5

FPE-6

anticipated building activities that could impact
Schweinitz’s sunflower.

ER Section 4.3.1.4.1 states that Duke will coordinate with 16 USC § 1536
the FWS to obtain any permits as required by the Bald

and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Please provide a status

update on this and any associated communications with
the FWS.

ER Section 5.3.2.2 states that activities related to

maintenance and material removal activities at the MWIS

are done after consultation with the FWS, NCDEQ, and
USACE. Please clarify whether this activity requires prior
approval every time from the USACE or whether there is
an existing permit with an associated permit condition.
Provide any associated documentation of this
requirement.

Please provide the following documents:

1.

2.

3.

a copy of the acoustic survey conducted for bats
in 2023

a copy of the Bald Eagle Nest Management Plan
as mentioned in ER Section 2.3.1.5.2

a copy of the vegetation and wildlife survey
reports conducted in 2024

a copy of the procedure mentioned in ER
Section 4.3.1.3 with the compliance
recommendations that Duke would utilize to
reduce effects to nesting migratory birds
Alderman, J.M., and Alderman, J.D., 2014. Dan
River Mapping, Habitat Assessments, and
Mussel Surveys, Prepared for Duke Energy
Corporation, Charlotte, NC, November 26, 2014
Duke Energy, 2024a. Dan River Freshwater
Mussel Surveys Near Duke Energy’s Belews
Creek, NC Site, September 2024

a copy of the report from the October 25, 2024
stream channel and flow characteristics surveys

16 USC § 1536

16 USC § 1536

4.3.1.41 Shannon Healy/
Dana Vesty

5.3.2.2 Shannon Healy/
Dana Vesty

2.3.1.3.2; 2.3.1.5.2; Shannon Healy/
4.3.1.3;2.2.1.1.2.4 Dana Vesty




Info Need #

Information Need

Environmental
Report (ER) Subject Matter Expert
Regulatory Basis Section (SME)

FPE-7

FPE-8

FPE-9

of the Dan River and Belews Creek as
mentioned in ER Section 2.2.1.1.2.4

The project is located just outside of the current range of
the federally listed gray bat but, the species range is
expanding. Gray bats utilize large culverts and old
abandoned structures for roosts. Please specify whether
there are any culverts greater than 3.3 foot (ft) in height
and 310 ft in length or any old, abandoned structures in
the vicinity of the project. If so, please provide the
location of the features and an analysis of potential direct
and indirect impacts to them.

The removal of tree roosting habitat has the potential to
affect the federally proposed tricolored bat. ER Table 4.3-
1 states approximately 698.0 ac. (282.5 ha) of roosting
habitat (deciduous forest, evergreen forest, mixed forest,
and woody wetlands) within the net disturbance area
(NDA) will be affected by project activities and 12.2 ac.
(4.9 ha) of roosting habitat within the associated offsite
wastewater pipeline corridor will be affected by project
activities. Please provide an anticipated schedule for the
required tree clearing, including the maximum amount of
forested area to be removed within one season (October
15—-April 1 or

April 2-October 14) and the current total forest cover
(percent) within a 5 kilometer (km) by 5 km grid cell
around the site.

Bat species are sensitive to blasting impacts, however, if
the peak particle velocity during blasting can be kept
under 0.2 inch per second (in/sec) at bat roosting habitat,
then associated adverse impacts may be able to be
avoided. Please provide information as to (1) where
blasting will occur onsite, (2) the size of the charge used
(e.g., 8 pounds [Ib]), and (3) the distance from the blast
site to the nearest roosting habitat (e.g., forests, culverts,
abandoned buildings).

16 USC § 1536 431.4;53.14 Shannon Healy/
Dana Vesty

16 USC § 1536 4.3.14;53.14 Shannon Healy/
Dana Vesty

16 USC § 1536 431.4;53.14 Shannon Healy/
Dana Vesty




Info Need #

Information Need

Regulatory Basis

Environmental
Report (ER)
Section

Subject Matter Expert
(SME)

FPE-10

FPE-11

ER Section 4.3.1.4.1 states that “culverts greater than 3 ft 16 USC § 1536

wide and bridges within or adjacent to the Project are
surveyed for bats within 15 days of construction.”

Tricolored bats can utilize culverts 2 ft or greater in height

and 23 ft or greater in length. Gray bats can utilize

culverts 3.3 ft or greater in height and 310 ft or greater in

length. Please clarify whether culverts meeting these
parameters exist in the vicinity of project activities and
whether they will be surveyed for bats prior to
construction activities.

In the context of the Endangered Species Act (ESA),
cumulative effects are those effects of future State or

private activities, not involving Federal activities, that are

reasonably certain to occur within the action area of the
Federal action subject to consultation (50 CFR 402.02)
(TN4312). When formulating biological opinions during
formal Section 7 consultation, the Services consider
cumulative effects when determining the likelihood of
jeopardy or adverse modification.

The NRC defines the action area to include: all terrestrial

areas within the Belews Creek NDA and the offsite
wastewater pipeline, including all wetlands within these
areas, and the surrounding vicinity up to 1 mi out from
the perimeter of the NDA boundary and wastewater
pipeline corridor that may experience increased noise
and lighting from construction and operation activities;
and all surface water features within the Belews Creek
NDA boundary and offsite wastewater pipeline. The

extent of the Dan River from the location of Outfall 006 to

the downstream extent of consumptive water use by the
operation of the MWIS. The entirety of Belews Lake and

Belews Creek from the dam outfall to the confluence with

the Dan River.

16 USC § 1536

4.3.1.4.1

53.1.4.1;5.3.2.2.1

Shannon Healy/
Dana Vesty

Shannon Healy/
Dana Vesty

10



Environmental
Report (ER) Subject Matter Expert
Info Need # Information Need Regulatory Basis Section (SME)

Please describe all future State or private actions, not
involving Federal activities, that are reasonably certain to
occur within the action area described above.

Historic and Cultural Resources

HCR-1 Please provide a knowledgeable person(s) to discuss the 36 CFR 800.4, 2.6.3.3;4.6.3; Jennifer Davis/
eligibility determination of the Branson Cemetery. The ER 36 CFR 60.4 4.6.4; Table 4.11-1; Cleve Davis
reports that the Branson Cemetery has been determined 5.6.3; 7.2.6; 10.1.6;
ineligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 10.2.1; 10.2-1;
Places (NRHP). Was the Branson Cemetery evaluated 10.4.1.3;
as part of the Phase | survey? As part of 36 CFR Table 10.6-2
800.2(a)(3), additional information is requested to
understand the ineligibility determination by Duke.

Provide the following documents:

e if not evaluated in the Phase 1 survey, provide
the original survey documenting this cemetery

e archival research on the cemetery’s history and
records;

e Phase | Survey Report (Myers-Rinehart et al.
2024)

e the Phase Il Survey Report

e copies of all correspondence submitted to and
from the North Carolina State Historic
Preservation Office (NCSHPO)

HCR-2 Please provide a knowledgeable person(s) to discuss the 36 CFR 800.4, 36 CFR 4.6.3 Jennifer Davis/
status of the Branson Cemetery removal per North 800.5, 36 CFR 800.6, Cleve Davis
Carolina General Statutes Chapter 14-148 and 14-149 36 CFR 60.4
and Chapter 65-106. Section 4.6.3 also identifies that the
“Branson Cemetery is located within the NDA near the
center of the Project site. Therefore, it is determined that
avoidance of the Branson Cemetery is not possible.”

Explain Duke Energy’s current stage in the cemetery
removal process, specifically regarding:
e obtaining consent from the county or municipality
e providing notice to next of kin;
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e identifying the location where the remains will be
relocated

e securing a written certificate confirming the
removal

HCR-3 Please provide a knowledgeable person(s) to discuss the 36 CFR 800.4(b)-(c), 36 2.6.3.1 Jennifer Davis/
eligibility determination of the BCSS. The early site CFR 60.4 Cleve Davis
permit application (ESPA) indicates that BCSS was
constructed in the early 1970s, and commenced
operations in 1974, making it approximately 50 years old.

Has the BCSS, along with its associated buildings,
structures, and features, been formally evaluated for
eligibility for listing on the NRHP? Please provide
documentation supporting the evaluation.

HCR-4 Please provide a knowledgeable person(s) to discuss the 36 CFR 800.16(d), 36 2.6 Jennifer Davis/
area of potential effect (APE) delineation. On page ER CFR 800.5(a)(1)-(2), 36 Cleve Davis
Section 2.6 (p. 1654—1655), prior fieldwork included a CFR 800.11
cultural resources records review and background study
to identify previously documented cultural resources and
archaeological surveys within the project site APE and
within a 2 mi buffer surrounding the APE. The ER also
states on page 1654, “Based on consultation with and
written confirmation from the North Carolina State
Historic Preservation Office, an architectural viewshed
survey was not required; therefore, an indirect APE
beyond the archaeological APE was not established.” On
the following page the ER notes the presence of 412
archaeological sites within 10 mi of the project site. The
following information and documentation are requested to
verify the statements within the ER:

e analysis and documentation used to conclude no
need for an indirect APE

e NCSHPO and other consultation correspondence
and meeting notes related to delineating the APE

e confirmatory statement(s) indicating there are no
indirect effects on historic properties—beyond
those related to architectural viewsheds.
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HCR-5 Please provide a knowledgeable person(s) to discuss the 36 CFR 800.4 Figure 2.6-3. Jennifer Davis/
direct APE, specifically as it relates to the existing Section 2.6.3.2, Cleve Davis
pipeline corridor and site 31SK268 near the Dan River Page 7 Appendix
and any planned construction. 1A Letter to

Sushma Masemore
Assistant Secretary
for Environment
North Carolina
Department of
Environmental
Quality

HCR-6 Please provide a knowledgeable person(s) to discuss the 36 CFR Part 800, 2.6.3.2 Jennifer Davis/
Phase Il evaluation, specifically relating to the four sites 36 CFR 60.4 Cleve Davis
that “remain in consultation with NCSHPO.”

HCR-7 Please provide a knowledgeable person(s) to discuss 36 CFR 800.13, NC 4.6.2 Jennifer Davis/
Duke’s cultural resources and inadvertent discovery General Statutes Cleve Davis
procedures and explain if they will be adopted for the Chapter 70 Article 3
new SMR facility and how they would be employed if
archaeological resources or human remains are
inadvertently discovered. Additionally, in Section 4.6.2,
the ER mentions that a discovery plan may be developed
in the event of an inadvertent discovery. Will these
procedures be established prior to construction and
building activities commencing?

e Also provide copies of Duke’s cultural resources
and environmental procedures.

HCR-8 Please provide a knowledgeable person(s) to discuss 36 CFR 800.4 Section 2.6, Jennifer Davis/
GIS datasets used support Section 106 identification and Figure 2.6-3, Cleve Davis
effects review under 36 CFR 800.4 please provide the Figure 3.3-1,
following geospatial/GIS datasets: Appendix 1A
e the defined APE (1080 ac);
e the 2 mi buffer zone surrounding the APE (page
1655)
e archaeological sites identified on page 1872 of
the ER
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cultural resource sites within the 2 mi buffer area
areas where surface disturbance is anticipated to
occur

the net disturbance area (906 ac)

the site boundary (1187 ac)

limit of disturbance

These files will provide a clearer understanding of how
the APE was identified, the project’s potential impacts,
and aid the NRC in developing accurate maps, if needed,
for analysis and Section 106 consultation documentation.

Human Health—Radiological (HHR)

HHR-1

HHR-2

HHR-3

HHR-4

HHR-5

In coordination with the safety review of SSAR Section

10 CFR 20.1301(d)

11.2, provide an SME(s) to discuss the source
documents used to determine the bounding annual
release of radioactivity in liquid effluents from the
proposed project site is provided in ER Table 3.4-4, and
the bounding annual liquid effluent release of radioactivity
from a single reactor as shown in ER Table 3.4-5.

Provide the NRC staff access to the source documents
applied to generate ER Table 3.4-4 and ER Table 3.4-5.

In coordination with the safety review of SSAR Section
11.3, provide an SME(s) to discuss the source

10 CFR 20.1301(d),
10 CFR 52.17(a)(1),

10 CFR 20.1301(d),
10 CFR 52.17(a)(1)

documents used to determine the bounding annual
release of radioactivity in gaseous waste from the project
site as provided in ER Table 3.4-6, and for ER Table 3.4-
7 that provides the bounding annual release of
radioactivity from a single reactor.

Provide the NRC staff with access to the source
documents applied to generate ER Table 3.4-6 and ER

10 CFR 20.1301(d),
10 CFR 52.17(a)(1)

Table 3.4-7.

In coordination with the safety review of SSAR Section

10 CFR 20.1301(d)

11, provide the NRC staff with access to the NRCDose
(e.g., LADTAP and GASPAR) input/output files and dose
calculational files for estimating the construction worker,

3424

Tables 3.4-4 and
3.4-5

3.4.25

Tables 3.4-6 and
3.4-7

Section 4.9:
Tables 4.9-1
through 4.9-3
Section 5.9:

Donald Palmrose/
Colby Mangini

Donald Palmrose/
Colby Mangini
Donald Palmrose/
Colby Mangini

Donald Palmrose/
Colby

Mangini

Donald Palmrose/
Colby Mangini
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maximally exposed individual (MEI), population, and Tables 5.9-1

non-human biota doses.

through 5.9-17

Human Health—Non-Radiological

None

Tammara Rao/
Seema Verma

Hydrology—Groundwater

GW-1

GW-2

GW-3

GW-4

GW-5

GW-6

GW-7

Please provide for review photos of cores (or samples)
from site boreholes (if available).

Please provide additional details about the slug tests,
pumping tests, and packer tests for review. For example,
provide water level measurements during the tests and
analysis results (i.e., to confirm that the model fits to
head data).

Please provide for review a description of the
implementation and application of the numerical model of
groundwater flow used for interpretation of subsurface
materials and groundwater flow paths.

Please provide for review the groundwater withdrawal
information from NCDEQ (2024b) and VDEQ (2024),
cited in the ER.

Please provide for review the Synterra (2024a) and
Synterra (2024b) references cited in the ER.

Please provide for review additional details describing the
calculation of the dewatering radius of influence.

ER Section 5.2.2.2 states that, “no permanent dewatering
system is planned for use during operations.” However,
SSAR Section 2.5.4.6 states that, “For reactor
technologies sited below the groundwater table,
permanent dewatering using wells may be required if the
reactor structure is unable to resist hydrostatic uplift
pressures.” Please provide additional clarity of these
statements (e.g., information provided by reactor vendors

15

10 CFR 51.45(b),
ESRP 2.3.1

10 CFR 51.45(b),
ESRP 2.3.1

10 CFR 51.45(c),
ESRP 2.3.1

10 CFR 51.45(b),
ESRP 2.3.2

10 CFR 51.45(b),
ESRP 2.3.3

10 CFR 51.45(c),
ESRP4.2.1 &4.2.2

10 CFR 51.45(b),
ESRP4.2.1 &5.2.1

ER22.1.24,
SSAR 2.4.12.2

ER221246

ER2.2.1.2, SSAR
24126

ER22221

ER2.23.2

ER 4.2.1.2, SSAR
24125

ER5.2.22

Gerry Stirewalt/
Philip Meyer

Gerry Stirewalt/
Philip Meyer

Gerry Stirewalt/
Philip Meyer

Gerry Stirewalt/
Philip Meyer

Gerry Stirewalt/
Philip Meyer
Gerry Stirewalt/
Philip Meyer
Gerry Stirewalt/
Philip Meyer
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that bears on this issue, if available at this stage),
because they appear to be conflicting.
GW-8 Please provide information on whether a groundwater 10 CFR 51.45(b), ER5.24.2.2 Gerry Stirewalt/
protection program conforming to NEI 07-07 is planned to ESRP 6.6 Philip Meyer
be implemented during operations.
Hydrology—Surface Water
SW-1 Provide higher-resolution copies of the following figures 10 CFR 51.50, Various Rajiv Prasad/
of the ER: 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
e Sections 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.2-1. 3.2-2,3.2-3, 10 CFR 51.45(c)
3.2-4,5.2-4
Table 5.2-6 of the ER (ER p. 5.2-37) is missing a portion
of the information. Provide this table in its entirety.
SW-2 Provide a discussion of the status and timing of the 10 CFR 51.50, 1.4 Raijiv Prasad/
(discussion of following water-related permits (ER Table 1.4-2): 10 CFR 51.45(d) Nancy Martinez
various e NPDES permits (stormwater, wastewater)
permits and e CWA 401 certification
their e water withdrawal registration
timelines) e sanitary wastewater hauling
e temporary sewage operating permit
e shoreline work permit
SW-3 Provide the following documents/references for staff 10 CFR 51.50, Various Rajiv Prasad/
(documents  review and provide a knowledgeable SME(s) that can 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
needed for discuss these documents/references: 10 CFR 51.45(c)
review) e Duke water chemistry program description

Spreadsheet analysis of Belews Lake mass
balance

Reedy Fork near Oak Ridge streamflow record
for 19562024

CORMIX model input and output files (for Belews
Lake and Dan River analyses) and any related
modeling reports

Duke Energy, 2021. CWA §316(a) Balanced and
Indigenous Community Study Report, Belews
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Creek Steam Station, Belews Creek, North
Carolina, April 2021
SW-4 With respect to Table 3.3-1: 10 CFR 51.50, 3.2.41 Rajiv Prasad/
e Confirm that the anticipated dates for derating 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
BCSS are as follows: 2034, 2035, 2036, 2037, 10 CFR 51.45(c)
2038, and 20397
e Provide a visual representation of Table 3.3-1
and derating of BCSS.
SW-5 Section 3.2.2.4.4 of the ER states that the maximum 10 CFR 51.50, 3.22.4.4 Raijiv Prasad/
volume of water stored in the cooling towers is 12 million 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
gallons with a maximum circulation rate of 1.4 x 10° 10 CFR 51.45(c)
gallons per minute (gpm) and that the planned cooling
towers are designed for a maximum blowdown
temperature of 95 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) at the point of
discharge to Belews Lake and an approximate
temperature differential of 21.2°F between the cooling
water entering and leaving the towers. Discuss:
e Is the maximum volume of water stored in the
cooling towers (12 million gallons) the total for all
three plant complexes or per plant complex?
e Is the temperature differential of 21.2°F the same
across all plant complexes?
SW-6 With respect to ER Figure 3.2-1, discuss the dimensions 10 CFR 51.50, 3.224.1 Raijiv Prasad/
of the intake structure including various operating water 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
levels and the base elevation. 10 CFR 51.45(c)
SW-7 With respect to ER Figure 3.2-2, discuss the length of the 10 CFR 51.50, 3.2.241 Rajiv Prasad/
discharge pipe extends from the shore and maximum 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
depth from finished grade elevation. 10 CFR 51.45(c)
SW-8 Is Belews Lake waters of the U.S. as defined in the 10 CFR 51.50, 3.2.3.1,4.21 Raijiv Prasad/
CWA? Discuss surface water features affected by the 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
building phase activities (e.g., new switchyard, 10 CFR 51.45(c)
substation, bus lines). Are these features waters of the
U.S. or waters of the State?
SW-9 With respect to blowdown discharge diversion to Dan 10 CFR 51.50, 3.2.23,3.2243 Rajiv Prasad/

River, discuss the following information:

10 CFR 51.45(b),

Nancy Martinez
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SW-10

SW-11

SW-12

e How often would cooling tower blowdown be 10 CFR 51.45(c)
discharged to Dan River?

e How often would the blowdown discharge to Dan
River contain diluted liquid radioactive waste?

¢ What permit would regulate liquid radioactive

waste discharge to Dan River?

Section 3.3.2 of the ER states water to be used for 10 CFR 51.50,
building activities could be obtained from a municipal city 10 CFR 51.45(b),
water connection that serves existing plant facilities or 10 CFR 51.45(c)
obtained from new groundwater production wells or from

Belews Lake. Section 10.1.2.2.1 of the ER states that

during building activities, surface water will be used for

dust suppression, potable water, and concrete-batch

plant operation. An estimated maximum of 500,000

gallons per day (gpd) (1,892,706 liters per day [Ipd]) is

expected to be drawn from Belews Lake for dust

suppression and concrete batch plant operation. Potable

water for building activities will be obtained from either an

existing or new water line connection with Winston-

Salem/Forsyth County Utilities, and the maximum

expected daily potable water usage is 61,622 gpd.

Discuss if these estimates account for all three plant

complexes? If not, describe the basis for the estimate.

the water source for dust suppression and

concrete-batch plant operation.

Sanitary system effluent to be treated by existing BCSS
domestic wastewater treatment plant:

e Does the existing BCSS domestic wastewater
treatment plant have sufficient capacity to handle
operation of BCSS and operation of the
proposed project (i.e., some combination of
derated BCSS plus one or more operating Plant
Complexes)?

Table 3.4-3 of the ER presents bounding blowdown
constituents and concentrations based on water quality

10 CFR 51.50,
10 CFR 51.45(b),
10 CFR 51.45(c)

10 CFR 51.50,
10 CFR 51.45(b),

3.3.2

3.4.3.2

Table 3.4-3

Raijiv Prasad/
Nancy Martinez

Rajiv Prasad/
Nancy Martinez

Raijiv Prasad/
Nancy Martinez
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data from the nearest upstream sample location to the 10 CFR 51.45(c)
potential intake location option 1. Discuss why potential
intake location option 2 was not considered to calculate
the values and/or why Table 3.4-3 would be bounding for
potential intake location option 2.
SW-13 Discuss coordination of project site runoff potential with 10 CFR 51.50, 42112 Raijiv Prasad/
Belews Lake spillway operations. 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
10 CFR 51.45(c)
SW-14 Confirm that discharge piping would be buried in the 10 CFR 51.50, 4211.3 Rajiv Prasad/
lakebed. 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
10 CFR 51.45(c)
SW-15 Section 4.2.1.1.3 of the ER states that building activities 10 CFR 51.50, 4.2.1.1.3 Rajiv Prasad/
related to the intake structure include excavation and 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
lakebed dredging. The ER further states, dredging is 10 CFR 51.45(c)
expected to occur for the discharge structure in a 20 ft x
20 ft area to a depth of 3 ft for the installation of scour
protection and that dredging may be required at the outlet
of the discharge piping to install scouring protection
(approximately 1,200 cubic ft may be dredged).
Discuss:
e If installation of the intake structure for all
intake/discharge options being considered will
require dredging and provide the estimated
quantity of dredge material for both intake
options being considered.
e Is the estimated 1,200 cubic feet (ft®) of dredged
material for piping installation for the common
discharge structure option or the separate
discharge structure option.
SW-16 Section 4.2.1.3 of the ER states that liquid radioactive 10 CFR 51.50, 42113 Rajiv Prasad/
wastes are routed through a new discharge in a corridor 10 CFR 51.45(b), 42114 Nancy Martinez

adjacent to existing Outfall. The ER further states that 10 CFR 51.45(c)
building related disturbances with the Dan River will
occur.

19



Info Need #

Information Need

Regulatory Basis

Environmental
Report (ER) Subject Matter Expert
Section (SME)

SW-17

SW-18

SW-19

Discuss the new Dan River discharge structure (ER
Figure 3.2-3) and associated pipeline for liquid
radioactive waste discharge. As part of the response,
include details such as location and size of the structure
and buried pipeline within the river bottom. Additionally,
please confirm that a new offsite pipeline will be
constructed adjacent to the existing pipeline in the offsite
wastewater pipeline corridor.

Section 4.2.1.1.4 of the ER states that project
nonradioactive discharges will be routed through the
existing Outfall 006. Identify if the existing wastewater
pipeline will need modifications to accommodate project
nonradioactive discharges.

Section 4.2.1.1.6 of the ER states that building activity
within the Project site directly impacts approximately 6.4
ac. (2.59 ha) of floodplains within the NDA. Furthermore,
installing a new discharge outlet and the associated
offsite wastewater pipeline within the Dan River directly
affects approximately 2.14 ac. (0.87 ha) of floodplain.

Provide the following information:
e the area of the 100-yr floodplain in the NDA
e the area of the connected Dan River floodplain

ER Section 5.2 states: “...the past 50 years of BCSS
operation and its effects on Belews Lake and the
surrounding environment represent the existing baseline
condition...” and “The analysis of operational effects on
surface water resources described in this section are
based on the affected environment described in Chapter
2.” However, the impacts of operations of the proposed
plant complexes on water use (e.g., impacts on
hydrologic alterations to Belews Lake and Dan River) and
water quality (i.e., impacts of cooling water discharged to
Belews Lake and Dan River) did not consider the existing
baseline (affected) environment. For instance, with

10 CFR 51.50,
10 CFR 51.45(b),
10 CFR 51.45(c)

10 CFR 51.50,
10 CFR 51.45(b),
10 CFR 51.45(c)

10 CFR 51.50,
10 CFR 51.45(b),
10 CFR 51.45(c)

4.2.1.1.4 Rajiv Prasad/
Nancy Martinez

42116 Raijiv Prasad/
Nancy Martinez

5.2 Raijiv Prasad/
Nancy Martinez
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SW-20

respect to thermal impacts, the ER assessed the impacts
from operations of the proposed plant complexes without
the heat load from operation of BCSS by using Mayo
Reservoir as a reference (surrogate) lake rather than the
existing affected environment of Belews Lake itself.
Similarly, the ER considers the impacts on hydrologic
alterations to Belews Lake and Dan River without
consideration of BCSS consumption or BCSS condenser
cooling.

The current state of the affected environment establishes
the baseline conditions for evaluating the effects of
building and operation on water resources. The ER
provided an analysis of surface water resources under
conditions that will not occur until after the year 2039
(i.e., complete shutdown of BCSS and operation of all 3
proposed plant complexes) under an affected
environment that is not representative of current baseline
conditions. Furthermore, as stated in the ER, the
residence time of Belews Lake has been estimated to be
1,500 days, therefore, any changes to Belews Lake as a
result of derating BCSS could take a minimum of 4 years.
An analysis that uses the existing baseline conditions of
Belews Lake (including operation of BCSS) in Chapter 2
to evaluate the impacts on hydrologic alterations (e.g.,
water balance, lake water levels) to Belews Lake and
Dan River and impacts of cooling water discharged to
Belews Lake and Dan River (e.g., thermal plume) from
operations of the proposed Plant Complexes is needed.
Provide this information using the existing baseline
conditions of Belews Lake, including operation of BCSS.
With respect to Table 5.2-1 and Belews Lake hydrologic 10 CFR 51.50, 5211.2
model scenarios, provide the following information: 10 CFR 51.45(b),
e For “Project Condition” model scenario, is the 10 CFR 51.45(c)
project assumed to operate at 100 percent
capacity factor?

Rajiv Prasad/
Nancy Martinez
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e Discuss the 1956—2024 Reedy Fork near Oak
Ridge streamflow data, its representativeness for
Belews Lake inflow, and its future
representativeness of Belews Lake watershed
conditions during the Project operation period.

e Discuss the calibration of the 27-year historical
conditions hydrologic model.

e Table 5.2-1 of the ER presents a consumptive
withdrawal of 10.2 cubic feet per second (cfs) for
the historical (actual) scenario. What is the
historical withdrawal rate of BCCS operations?

SW-21 ER Section 2.2.2.1.4 states that the current MWIS is 10 CFR 51.50, 52113 Raijiv Prasad/
designed to support four pumps, each with a capacity of 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
20.1 cfs. ER Section 5.2.1.1.3.1 states that under project 10 CFR 51.45(c)
conditions, the installed capacity of the MWIS is
increased to allow for pumping up to the allowed amount
in the current NPDES permit. Discuss the choice of 80
cfs vs. 100 cfs MWIS diversion flow rate and provide the
following information:

e Would the MWIS be modified to increase the
installed pumping capacity to 100 cfs?

e Are any alterations needed to the MWIS on the
Dan River (e.g., refurbishment and/or dredging)
to support operations of the proposed project?

e Why does Table 5.2-3: not present “Historical
(Actual)” (i.e., current conditions) low flow
estimates?

e Figure 5.2-4: What are the exceedance
probabilities associated with Dan River flow of
110 and 350 cfs for the analyzed scenarios?

SW-22 Effects of MWIS operation on downstream Dan River 10 CFR 51.50, 5.2.2.1.2.1 Raijiv Prasad /
water users 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez

e Why is the flow contribution of the drainage area 10 CFR 51.45(c)
between the Pine Hall station and Madison Water
Treatment Plant intake minor? The drainage area
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at the Madison Water Treatment Plant intake is
18.6 percent larger (594 vs. 501 mi?).
ER Section 5.2.3.1.2 describes the analysis of water 10 CFR 51.50, 52.3.1.2 Rajiv Prasad/
quality impacts on Belews Lake. The hydrologic modeling 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
analyses only considered project full generation 10 CFR 51.45(c)
conditions (i.e., no analyses of the phased
implementation). ER Section 5.2.3.1.2.1.1 states that the
lake is thermally stratified in summer. ER Figures 2.2-18
and 2.2-19 indicate that the lake is thermally stratified in
summer and relatively well-mixed in winter.
e Summer and winter Belews Lake temperature
profiles are from 2002 and 2018, respectively—
is more recent data available?
e Whatis the location (plan view) of the lake
profiles used in ER Figures 2.2-18 and 2.2-19?
SW-23 e Discuss how Mayo Reservoir and Belews Lake
are similar. Discuss relative locations of the
measured temperature profiles in Belews Lake
(21INCO3WQ ROA009H vs. ROAO09E) and
Mayo Reservaoir.
e Discuss what characteristics of Mayo Reservoir
were used in Belews Lake CORMIX analyses
described in ER Section 5.2.3.1.2.1.2.
e Clarify what baseline (affected environment)
conditions were considered when conducting
the CORMIX modeling analyses for Full Project
Operations at Belews Lake.
With respect to ER Table 5.2-7, discuss the bounding
case for water quality impacts in Belews Lake.
SW-24 Table 7.1-2 10 CFR 51.50, 7.1 Rajiv Prasad/

RFFAs included in Table 7.1-2 list the BCSS Ash Basin 10 CFR 51.45(b),
closure but not the future plans for the coal pile. Discuss 10 CFR 51.45(c)
the plans for the coal pile and its effects on surface water

use and quality in the geographical area of influence.

Nancy Martinez
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SW-25 Section 7.2.3.2 of the ER states that it is anticipated that 10 CFR 51.50, 7.2.3.2 Raijiv Prasad/
project operations will be authorized under a modification 10 CFR 51.45(b), Nancy Martinez
of the existing BCSS NCDEQ NPDES permit NC0024406 10 CFR 51.45(c)
to manage intake flow requirements, minimize effects on
Dan River aquatic biota, and minimize impingement and
entrainment by the MWIS. Has Duke engaged with
NCDEQ with respect to this modification? Please discuss
the modification needed to the existing NPDES permit to
support operations of project operations.

Land Use

LU Please provide a copy of completed Form AD-1006, 10 CFR 51.50, Section 4.1.1 Hayley McClendon/
which was used to support the Farmland Conversion 10 CFR 51.45 Caroline Hsu
Impact Rating discussed in Section 4.1.1 of the ER.
Please provide copies of any correspondence with the
Natural Resources Conservation Service.

LU-2 Please describe if there has been a prime farmland 10 CFR 51.50, Section 4.1.1 Hayley McClendon/
analysis conducted at a larger scale (e.g., region, county) 10 CFR 51.45 Caroline Hsu
that was considered in the analysis.

LU-3 Please clarify if Duke owns the mineral rights of the 10 CFR 51.50, Section 2.1.1.3 Hayley McClendon/
project site. 10 CFR 51.45 Caroline Hsu

LU-4 Please provide a site-specific version of Figure 2.2-22, 10 CFR 51.50, Figure 2.2-22, Hayley McClendon/
Floodplains within the Study Area. 10 CFR 51.45 Section 2.2.1.1.5 Caroline Hsu

LU-5 Please provide a figure with region-specific utility network 10 CFR 51.50, Figure 2.1-1, Hayley McClendon/
information. 10 CFR 51.45 Figure 2.1-4 Caroline Hsu

LU-6 Please clarify what methods will be used to transport 10 CFR 51.50, Section 3.3.2, Hayley McClendon/
construction materials to the site. 10 CFR 51.45 Section 4.4.1.3 Caroline Hsu

LU-7 Please clarify who assumes responsibility for 10 CFR 51.50, Section 3.3.2, Hayley McClendon/
improvements or repairs to local roads as a result of this 10 CFR 51.45 Section 4.4.1.3 Caroline Hsu
project. Will these be conducted prior to construction?
Provide any known schedule dates.

LU-8 Please clarify if the placement of earthen fill (i.e., backfill) 10 CFR 51.50, Section 3.3.2 Hayley McClendon/

is a planned preconstruction activity.

10 CFR 51.45

Caroline Hsu
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LU-9 Please describe the difference in perimeter between the 10 CFR 51.50, Figure 3.3-1, Hayley McClendon/
site boundary and net disturbance area identified in 10 CFR 51.45 Figure 2.6-1 Caroline Hsu
Figure 3.3-1 and the APE depicted in Figure 2.6-1.

Specifically, we would like to understand why the APE
does not include the entire peninsula, which is included in
the site boundary. Also, why is the wastewater pipeline
not included in the site boundary?
Need for Power
- None - - Jeffrey Rickoff/
Michelle Neimeyer

Site and Technical Overview

- None - - William Burris

Socioeconomics

- None - - Jeffrey Rickoff/

Michelle Neimeyer

Terrestrial Ecology Resources

TE-1 Please clarify how the dates for the seasonal wildlife ESRP 2.4.1 2.31.3 Dana Vesty/
pedestrian surveys and location of the surveys were Shannon Healy
chosen.

TE-2 Have any other vegetation or vegetation surveys been ESRP 2.4.1 2.3.1.3 Dana Vesty/
completed for the site besides the seasonal pedestrian Shannon Healy
surveys? If so, please provide a copy.

TE-3 Please state the reasoning behind the 2024 waters of the ESRP 2.4.1 23.1.2.2 Dana Vesty/

U.S. (WOTUS) wetland delineation boundaries. Shannon Healy

TE-4 Has any impact analysis been completed on the effects 10 CFR 51.45, 2.2.1.1.3.1.1 Dana Vesty/
of the potential drawdown on wetlands and riverine ESRP 5.3.3.2 2.31.2.2 Shannon Healy
habitats onsite and in the project vicinity? If so, please 5211
provide the analysis and a relevant expert to discuss 5.3.1.2
during the audit.

TE-5 Please summarize the best management practices that ESRP 2.4.1, 2.31.71 Dana Vesty/
will be in place to limit the spread of invasive species and ESRP 4.3.1, 4.3.1.2 Shannon Healy
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impacts that will occur during landscape maintenance, ESRP 5.3.3.2 4.3.1.3
transmission line maintenance and construction, and limit 5.3.1
the impacts on migrating birds and wetlands. Please 5.3.1.3
provide the best management practice guidance(s),
manual(s), or policy(policies) for review.

TE-6 Please provide a list of important habitats within a 6 mi ESRP 2.4.2 2.3.1.6 Dana Vesty/
vicinity of the project. Shannon Healy

TE-7 Please provide the wetland data forms and functional ESRP 4.3.1 2.31.2 Dana Vesty/
assessment forms from the 2024 delineation. Shannon Healy

TE-8 Please provide a breakdown of the anticipated temporary ESRP 4.3.1 4311 Dana Vesty/
impacts by habitat type. Shannon Healy

TE-9 Please clarify the revegetation plan for disturbed areas ESRP 2.4.1 4.3.1.1 Dana Vesty/
and provide an estimate in acres for the disturbed areas Table 4.3-1 Shannon Healy
that will not be revegetated or restored.

TE-10 Please clarify the cause of the anticipated permanent ESRP 4.3.1 4.3.1.2 Dana Vesty/
impacts to wetlands (i.e., conversion or filling). Please Table 4.3-2 Shannon Healy
provide the mitigation plan for the permanently impacted
wetlands.

TE-11 Please provide the proposed locations of work that ESRP 4.3.1 48.2 Dana Vesty/
generates noise due to construction activities. Shannon Healy

TE-12 Please confirm if transmission lines and supporting ESRP 4.3.2 Figure 3.1-3 Dana Vesty/
utilities will need to cross wetlands, streams, or lakes and Shannon Healy
impact the resource areas. If so, please provide the
number of crossings, location, and approximate area in
acres.

TE-13 Please provide any maintenance practice(s) that may ESRP 5.6.1 5.3.1 Dana Vesty/
promote habitat of listed species. Shannon Healy

TE-14 Please provide a copy of the “Duke’s Energy Waste ESRP 5.5.1 4.10.1.5 Dana Vesty/
procedures”. Shannon Healy

TE-15 Please confirm if Duke plans on implementing monitoring ESRP 6.5.1 5.3.1 Dana Vesty/
for the important species around the site during Shannon Healy
construction and operation and explain the reasoning.

TE-16 Please describe any maintenance activities associated ESRP 2.4.1, ESRP 5.3.1 Dana Vesty/
with the offsite wastewater line. Include the timing and 4.3.1, Shannon Healy
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means of any proposed vegetation management ESRP 5.3.3.2
activities.
Transportation
TR-1 Please provide RADTRAN (Radioactive Material 10 CFR 51.52 (b) 6.2. Tammara Rao/

Transport) input/output files pertaining to transport of
unirradiated fuel, irradiated fuel, and radioactive waste.

Colby Mangini

Visual Resources

None

Hayley McClendon/
Caroline Hsu

Waste—Non-Radiological

WNR-1

Solid waste management and disposal are discussed in

10 CFR 51.50,

Section 5.10.1.1, however, the potential quantities are not 10 CFR 51.45(b)

specified. Please provide the potential estimated

amounts of solid waste.

Section 5.10.1.1

Tammara Rao/
Seema Verma

Waste—Radiological

WR-1

WR-2

Provide an SME(s) to discuss the source documents

10 CFR 20.1301(d),

used to determine the bounding annual radioactivity and 10 CFR 52.17(a)(1)
volume of solid radioactive waste from the project site as

provided in ER Tables 3.4-8 and 6.2-1.

Provide the NRC staff with access to the source
documents applied to generate solid radiological waste
information in ER Tables 3.4-8 and 6.2-1.

10 CFR 20.1301(d),
10 CFR 52.17(a)(1)

3.4.2.6
6.2.2.3

Table 3.4-8
Table 6.2-1

Donald Palmrose/
Colby Mangini

Donald Palmrose/
Colby Mangini
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