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Who is NuStart?

= NuStart Energy Development, LLC

Constellation Exelon

Duke Florida Power & Light
EDF, INA Progress

Entergy Southern

= Tennessee Valley Authority
= Westinghouse

= General Electric
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Background

= Established in April 2004

= Founded on principles of:
= Vision
= Responsibility

= Consortium approach

= Unified industry voice
= Addressing generic, one-time issues
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= Nuclear energy is viewed by power companies,

NuStart Vision

Investors and other stakeholders as a safe and
economically-viable alternative to meeting our
country’s future electricity needs, and that the
nuclear industry Is poised to meet new demands

for generation.
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= Excellent performance of current nuclear fleet

Basis for NuStart Vision

= Recognized need for fuel diversity
= Heightened concern with environment
= Increasing demand for electricity

= Rising price and demand for natural gas
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U.S. Needs 50 Percent More
Electricity By 2025
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Nuclear Plant Outp"_ t
Growth During the Last Decade

Equivalent to 23 new 1,000-megawatt power plants
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CO, Emissions Resulting from Nuclear Plant License Expirations
(Assuming 2003 License Renewal Status)
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Sources: Capacity data—RDI; license expiration data—NRC; emission rates—EPA CEMS.
Assumptions: For every 100 MW of retired nuclear capacity, fossil generation replaces 95 MW and non-emitting
generation replaces 5 MW. 2003 is reference year for fossil-fired emissions rate. Includes license extensions approved

as of 2003. Average capacity factor for fleet is 90%. 8
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= All supply components to electricity portfolio are

Assessment

critical

= Nuclear component unigue given lead time

associated with specific issues

= Action needed now in order to preserve the nuclear

option for the future
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Challenges Facing New Nuclear Plants

= Demonstrated need for base load power
= Resolution of spent fuel disposal issue

= Regulatory uncertainty

= Lack of completed advanced designs

= Public confidence

= Reestablishment of nuclear infrastructure

= Acceptable financial returns

10



N“StartEnergym

NuStart Project Objectives

= Complete the design engineering for selected technologies:
Westinghouse Advanced Passive (AP) 1000 and General Electric

Economic Simplified Boiling Water Reactor (ESBWR)

= Design Certification
= COL input
= Design Finalization

= Demonstrate “new” NRC licensing process by submitting COL
applications

= Validate assumptions for construction cost and schedule and
ongoing operating costs

= Position industry for investment decisions

11



Six Finalist Sites

= Bellefonte

= Calvert Cliffs

= Grand Gulf

= Nine Mile Point
= River Bend

= Savannah River
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Hollywood, AL
Lusby, MD

Port Gibson, MS
Scriba, NY

St. Francisville, LA

Aiken, SC
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Milestones

= Select two sites October 2005

= Submit GE Design Cert. to NRC 3'd Qtr 2005

= NRC Issue Westinghouse Cert. December 2005
= Submit License Applications to NRC 2007/2008

= NRC Issue Licenses 2011

13



Fuel Alternative Comparisons

Costs
=Capital
=Fixed & Variable O&M
=Fuel/Heat Rate
=Decommissioning
=Emissions

=Financial
=Cost of Debt
=Cost of Equity
=Tax
=Inflation

Nuclear Analysis

Coal Analysis

Gas Analysis

Revenue
=Capacity
=Capacity Factor
=Market Projection
=Other Revenue
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Analysis Results Comparison
eTotal Busbar Cost
*Net Present Value
eInternal Rate of Return
eEarnings per Share impact
*Risk Profile
eStrategic Fit

v

Recommendation

Project Details
=Site Selection
=Time and cost to Permit
=Time and cost to Construct
=Project Duration
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University of Chicago Study

NEW NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS—CLEARLY COMPETITIVE
Nuclear Coal Gas

No policy : 5
assistance $47-$71 per MWh  $33-$41 per MWh

After engineering
costs are paid; no $31-$46 per MWh  $33-$41 per MWh
policy assistance

Limited production
and investment tax ~ $25-$45 per MWh ) $33-841 per MWh
credit for nuclear

Note: Under a greenhouse gas reduction policy, the capital cost of new fossil-fuel plants would increase
significantly, according to the University of Chicago study. Coal-fired plants would cost $83 to $91 per
MWh and gas-fired plants would cost $58 to $68 per MWh.

SOURCE: UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO STUDY. MWH=MEGAWATT-HOUR
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Energy Bill Provisions for New Plants

= Price-Anderson Act Renewal

= Nuclear Decommissioning Costs and Trust Funds
= Nuclear Research and Hydrogen Production

= Regulatory Risk Protection

= Financial Incentives
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sSummary

= Projected electricity demand increases coupled with
environmental concerns suggest need for additional nuclear
production

= Current fleet of reactors cannot uphold 20% contribution of
electricity supply given projected demand increases

= Coordinated government and industry action needed now to
reduce the time to market for new nuclear investments

= Preserving nuclear option is not to the exclusion of other
electricity sources.

= Despite obstacles, no better time than now.
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