
Ms. Marilyn Elie 
Indian Point Project 
Adrian Court 
Cortlandt Manor, NY 10566

February 19, 1998

Dear Ms. Elie: 

I am responding to the letter you sent Chairman Jackson on December 4, 1997, expressing your 
concerns about performance at-ln-dia--P-ift-Nu-cl-e-r-Generatin-it--- (IP2). Specifically, 
you want NRC to consider IP2 for the watch list. In addition, you have concerns with the 
formulas used to determine the true cost of energy per kilowatt hour produced by the Indian 
Point Nuclear Generating Units. NRC addressed the concern about the watch list in a letter 
sent to you on February 10, 1998. Regarding economic formulas and the true cost of energy 
per kilowatt hour, these are topics that have been excluded from regulatory oversight by the 
NRC. The NRC's mission is to ensure adequate protection for public health and safety, the 
common defense and security, and the environment in the use of nuclear material in the United 
States. However, your questions about decommissioning costs, stranded costs, cost of waste 
disposal, and NRC costs are within the regulatory authority of the NRC and are addressed in the 
enclosure.  

The NRC recognizes, and is fully committed to uphold, its responsibility to protect the health and 
safety of the American people in the use of source, byproduct and special nuclear materials. I 
trust that this letter is responsive to your concerns. If you have any further questions please 
contact Jefferey Harold at (301) 415-1421; he is the project manager assigned to IP2.  

Sincerely, Orginal signed by 

Samuel J. A-"-n1 Co 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Ms. Marilyn Elie 
Indian Point Project 
Adrian Court 
Cortlandt Manor, NY 10566

February 19, 1998

Dear Ms. Elie: 

I am responding to the letter you sent Chairman Jackson on December 4, 1997, expressing your 
concerns about performance at Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit No. 2 (IP2). Specifically, 
you want NRC to consider IP2 for the watch list. In addition, you have concerns with the 
formulas used to determine the true cost of energy per kilowatt hour produced by the Indian 
Point Nuclear Generating Units. NRC addressed the concern about the watch list in a letter 
sent to you on February 10, 1998. Regarding economic formulas and the true cost of energy 
per kilowatt hour, these are topics that have been excluded from regulatory oversight by the 
NRC. The NRC's mission is to ensure adequate protection for public health and safety, the 
common defense and security, and the environment in the use of nuclear material in the United 
States. However, your questions about decommissioning costs, stranded costs, cost of waste 
disposal, and NRC costs are within the regulatory authority of the NRC and are addressed in the 
enclosure.  

The NRC recognizes, and is fully committed to uphold, its responsibility to protect the health and 
safety of the American people in the use of source, byproduct and special nuclear materials. I 
trust that this letter is responsive to your concerns. If you have any further questions please 
contact Jefferey Harold at (301) 415-1421; he is the project manager assigned to IP2.  
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Samuel J. A.;ons,'recor 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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UNITED STATES 
0NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 

February 19, 1998 

Ms. Marilyn Elie 
Indian Point Project 
Adrian Court 
Cortlandt Manor, NY 10566 

Dear Ms. Elie: 

I am responding to the letter you sent Chairman Jackson on December 4, 1997, expressing your 
concerns about performance at Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit No. 2 (IP2). Specifically, 
you want NRC to consider IP2 for the watch list. In addition, you have concerns with the 
formulas used to determine the true cost of energy per kilowatt hour produced by the Indian 
Point Nuclear Generating Units. NRC addressed the concern about the watch list in a letter 
sent to you on February 10, 1998. Regarding economic formulas and the true cost of energy 
per kilowatt hour, these are topics that have been excluded from regulatory oversight by the 
NRC. The NRC's mission is to ensure adequate protection for public health and safety, the 
common defense and security, and the environment in the use of nuclear material in the United 
States. However, your questions about decommissioning costs, stranded costs, cost of waste 
disposal, and NRC costs are within the regulatory authority of the NRC and are addressed in the 
enclosure.  

The NRC recognizes, and is fully committed to uphold, its responsibility to protect the health and 
safety of the American people in the use of source, byproduct and special nuclear materials. I 
trust that this letter is responsive to your concerns. If you have any further questions please 
contact Jefferey Harold at (301) 415-1421; he is the project manager assigned to IP2.  

Sincerely, 

a uector 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure: As stated



Response to Questions

Question 4) What factors are included in determining the total cost of waste disposal? How 
long will money last, that is, how many years of storage can be paid for? 

Question 5) What is the total and true cost of decommissioning the plants? How is this figure 
determined? How is the money set aside for this cost? How is this money 
earmarked and who has control of the fund? 

Question 9) How does the New York Power Authority and Con Edison plan to recover the so 
called "stranded costs" of its initial investment? If this involves a rate increase 
for customers, when will this change be implemented? 

Response: 

The requirements for reporting and recordkeeping for decommissioning planning are stated in 10 CFR 50.75. Each electric utility applicant or holder of an operating license for a production 
facility shall submit a decommissioning report certifying that financial assurance for 
decommissioning will be provided in an amount that may be more but may not be less than $105 million. This number is in 1986 dollars and is adjusted annually. Each power reactor is required at or about 5 years preceding the projected end of operations to submit a preliminary 
decommissioning cost estimate that contains an up-to-date assessment of the major factors 
that could affect the cost to decommission the facility. Financial assurance is provided in one of the following ways: (1) Prepayment is deposited before the start of operation into an account segregated from licensee assets and outside the licensee's administrative control of cash or 
liquid assets, so that the amount of funds would be sufficient to pay decommissioning costs; 
(2) An external sinking fund of cash or liquid assets is established and maintained by setting 
funds aside periodically in an account segregated from licensee assets and outside the 
licensee's administrative control, so that the amount of funds would be sufficient to pay 
decommissioning costs; (3) A surety method, insurance or some other guarantee method is established to guarantee that decommissioning costs will be paid. A surety method may take the form of a surety bond, letter of credit, or line of credit. The issues of decommissioning and stranded cost are further discussed in the "Final Policy Statement on the Restructuring and 
Economic Deregulation of the Electric Utility Industry" published in the Feder al Reister on August 19, 1997 (62 FR 4407 1). Further, the cost for disposal of low-level waste is determined 
by using an adjustment factor at least equal to 0.65 L + 0.13 E + 0.22 B where L and. E are 
escalation factors for labor and energy, respectively. (These factors are to be obtained from 
regional data of U.S. Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics). B is an escalating factor 
for waste burial and is obtained from NRC Report NUREG-1307, "Report on Waste Burial 
Charges."

Enclosure
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Question 8) What will it cost to come into full compliance with the Final Safety Analysis 
Report? How is this cost factored into the economic analysis? Is this cost 
currently figured into the rates charged for electricity? 

Response: 

On October 9, 1996, the NRC requested information from licensees of operating plants regarding the adequacy and availability of design-bases information. The request was made to give the NRC added confidence and assurance that plants were being operated and maintained within the design basis and that any deviations were reconciled in a timely manner. By letter dated February 13, 1997, Con Edison responded to the request. The letter contained commitments for the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR) review program. The program will include -(1) verification of the accuracy of UFSAR-design basis information; (2) UFSAR review to confirm that the design-basis information is properly reflected in plant operation, maintenance, and test procedures; (3) UFSAR review to identify and resolve any internal disagreements or inconsistencies that could impact the design basis; (4) development of a process to enhance the overall accessibility of the UFSAR. The cost to implement this program is not a criterion that the NRC reviews.  

Question 11) What records does the Power Authority and Con Edison maintain on the long 
term health of employees who work for the utility, employees who work for contractors and citizens within a ten mile proximity to the plant? How can these records be obtained for statistical analyses?. If records are not maintained, why has this not been done? How will the utilities cooperate to make this information 
available? 

Question 12) What research is cited to support the theory that exposure to low level radiation 
is harmless? 

Response: 

The NRC standards for protection against radiation are found in 10 CFR Part 20. These standards are formulated, using recommendations of the International Commission on Radiological Protection and its U.S. counterpart, the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements. The radiation protection standards are based on the assumption that within the range of exposure conditions usually encountered in radiation work, there is a linear relationship, without a threshold, between dose and probability of stochastic health effects (such as latent cancer and genetic effects) occurring. The linear nonthreshold dose-effect hypothesis implies that there would be a potential health risk proportional to the dose received and that there would be a health risk associated with very small doses, even radiation doses much smaller than doses received from naturally occurring radiation sources. (The average American receives about 300 millrem per year from natural radiation sources, primarily radon.) However, there is scientific uncertainty about radiation health effects at these low levels.  

Pait 20 requires licensees to establish a radiation protection program that consists of procedures and engineering controls based on sound radiation protection principles to achieve occupational doses and doses to members of the public that are as low as is reasonably



achievable. In practice, this means that licensees generally limit radiation exposure for their employees, Contractors, and the public to levels that are far below the Part 20 limits. Indeed, the average nuclear power plant worker receives more radiation exposure from natural sources than from licensed nuclear facilities and airline flight crews have occupational radiation exposures that are approximately the same as nuclear power plant workers. Further, under Part 20, each licensee shall monitor* occupational exposure to radiation and shall supply, and require that individuals who have access to plant radiation areas, and meet the conditions requiring monitoring under 20.1502, use individual monitoring devices. Under Part 19, a record of exposure shall be given to each monitored individual and the licensee shall maintain these records until the license is terminated. These records are protected from public disclosure because of their personal nature. The NRC issues a report every year (NUREG/CR-0713) that provides a listing of total occupational dose received per reactor licensee as well as other information on the doses. received by plant workers in various job and worker categories.  Enclosed is the information on Indian Point 2. Indian Point 2 has experienced collective radiation doses above the industry average, although well below Part 20 limits. Finally, licensees are not required by' the NRC to maintain records on the long-term health of employees or contractors of the utility, nor on citizens within 10 miles of the plant.  
Question 14) How is the cost of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission calculated in the formula 

for the per kilowatt cost of energy? 

Response: 

In regard to your concern of how the cost of the NRC is calculated in the formula for per kilowatt cost of energy, again the economic formulas used to determine the true cost of energy per kilowatt hour are outside of the NRC's mission. Every licensee who operates a nuclear power plant incurs a regulatory cost. Each licensee who operates a power, test, or research reactor shall p 'ay the annual fee for each licensed unit any time during the fiscal year (FY) in which the fee is due. The fees associated with regulatory services are defined in 10 CFR Parts 170 and 171. The FY 1997 uniform annual fee for each operating power reactor was $2,978,000. In addition, there are fees for permits, license amendments, license renewals, special projects, Part 55 operator requalification and replacement examinations and tests, other required reviews, approvals, and inspections. The fees are based on the full costs for the review or inspection and are calculated on the basis of an hourly rate of $128 for a professional staff
hour.
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