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Carl L. Newman

ot Vice President . .

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, inc.
4 irving Place, New York, N. Y. 10003
Telephone (212) 460-5133

July 2, 1976

Re: Indian Point Unit No. 3.

50-38¢

George W. Knighton, Chief
Environmental Projects Branchlyl
Division of Site Safety andﬂ”

Environmental Analysis
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com

Washington, D.C. 20555
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Dear Mr. Knighton

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc., and Power Authority
of the State of New York, as co-licensees, submit herewith a

_ response to Questions 9, 10, 11 and 12 specified in your letter
dated March 26, 1976. :

The following responses to these questions are based on Con Edison
cost data. The Power Authority intends to enter into agreements
with governmental entities and public authorities for the sale of
approximately 75% of the capacity of Indian Point 3. A portion of
the remainder of the capacity of the unit will be sold to Con
Edison in the form of firm capability. In addition, energy remain-
ing after meeting certain other commitments of the Power Authority
will be available to Con Edison. Con Edison cost data properly
measures the economic impact of a derating because (a) Con Edison
will be required to replace the power that it will not receive

from Indian Point 3 with power from its other sources and (b) the
Power Authority will probably replace capacity for its other

Indian Point customers in large part with purchases from Con Edison.
The Power Authority might be able to replace energy lost at Indian
Point 3 with energy generated at its Astoria 6 Plant (purchased
from Con Edison) or from its upstate power plants. It is not
possible to estimate at this time the extent to which such energy
would be available.
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Similarly, the economic impact of the cut-in outage
perly measured by Con Edison cost data for the same

This submission, together with the document sent to
May 21, 1976, constitute our complete reply to your
March 26, 1976 with respect to cooling alternatives
Point Unit No. 3.

July 2, 1976

is also pro-
reasons.

you on
request of
of Indian

Sincerely yours,

Gwil Yo

cc: +James P. Corcoran, Esd.
Assistant Attorney General
of the State of New York
Two World Trade Center
New York, New York 10047

Sarah Chasis, Esqg.

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
15 West 44th Street

New York, N.Y. 10036

Michael Curley, Esd.
N.Y. State Department of Commerce
99 Washington Avenue
Albany, N.Y. 12210

Nicholas A. Robinson, Esqg.

Marshall, Bratter, Greene, Allison
& Tucker

430 Park Avenue E

New York, N.Y. 10022

Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
ATTN: Stephen Lewis, Esdqg.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
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Response: - a)  Escalation Rates for the Post-1980 Period
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Rasponsal a) The attacha2d Table I gives the Capicity, Load
and Reserve situation for the ?98?-1985 pariod E
and shows ths impact of the cooling tower i
derating. Iz illustrates that this derating, 1
‘ unless compznsated for by egquivalent capacity, o '_
‘ﬁ will result in a decrease of the system’s ,
5' : overall Lelldb ility. It is Dropar that in a
Cos:/ﬁer efit Analysis, this loss of - ‘ Cee ~ )
reliability be reflected, This was done by
) A
assuming that gas turbines wonld provide this
replacement capacity. This approach results Ndumm_wjfwa
; \ i
in a cons&arvative {low) value for th2 cost of o
the lost reliability, as the energy not |
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T ) providad by the nuclear unit is assumed to-be - -
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load units. New capacity will be requiied in l
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T ' TABLE IT %
CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK, INC. §
CAPACITY, LOAD AND RESERVE 1981-82 WINTER §
WITH AND WITHOUT INDIAN POINT #3
(T/hﬂr\'A ﬁttg) ;
1981-82
INSTALLED CAPACTTY 10621 j
T o (1) ’) |
PURCHASES 1792 ]
SALES | - 340
"TOTAL CAPACITY FOR LOAD 1207 . R
PEAK LOAD FORECAST ) 6875
RESERVE -— My . . . 5198 ""'"”""""f"';‘""
~ g 75.6
WITHOUT INDIAN POINT #3 ~1033 | L
‘ . e \:\
s RESERVE - MW R 4165 P i N
-5 60.5 \
i
DU ':-Reflects a reserve credit associated ‘with load supplled )
in the Con Edison area by PASNY, and reserve credit on
s o e L1XM purchases’ from PASNY where applicable.- - oo . -
(2). Includes load to be supplied by PASNY in the Con Edison
' service area. - ' : ; s
|
! | ‘i’“
e




