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Dear Branch Chief,

A3 a nerson served with electricity through one of the North
arolina TMCs involved in “he Duke Power Catuwba L nuclear scation
saie, I am writing to oppose this sale because 1t will strengthen
Duke's monopollstic position with respect to the ™(Cs involved,
at least for the next 14 years, and quite poss*bly much longer,

This 1s so because Duke Power Co. owns three oxisting bPaselsad
power plants camable of meeting the entire baseload needs in Duke's
gervic: area (EMCs and citles included) of under L0OOO Md, PLUS an
additional 2660 MW, At Duke's currently projected growth rate of
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for winter neaks), we find the existing base cupucity wen't be in
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that the rapidly escalating capital costs of Catawba give Little hope
that 1ts busbar electriclty costs wlll ever be as low ae those of Duke's
existing Oconer, Belews Creek and Marshall plants, Meanwhile, Duke s
trving to comolete 1ts McGulre nuclear station, 2360 MW total power,
which will certainly cost less to complete than Catawba, glven the
slants' similar design and the fact that Catawba has coollng towers,
Thus, beyond the existing plants, Duke plans over 2300 MW of baseload
nuclear power in the near future, all of which w'll be cheaner than
Catawba's output. That 2320 MW of power will supnly at least another
L0 years' growth in slectric nower use (base load) on the Duke system
and lts wholesale custcmers' systems,

2iuls will oring us into the firet of second decade of the 2lst

ntury before there would be any need in th's area for the power Catawba
mizht produce =« almost time for Catawba to be de-commisaloned on 1ts
current schedule. Post- Three Mile Island safety refits on both MeGuire
and Catawba will further boost thelr power productinn ecnzt+s (via higher
anital costs), making Catawba elesctriclty the most expensive ovower

available in the Duke service area,

Allowiag Duke to sell thils expensive power source to customers
Who ovviously won't need thelr share of its capacity until abou*t the
rear 2000, whlle Duke retalns all the cheaper baseload power sources,
Wwill greatly strengthen Duke's monopclistlc advantages in the wholesale
nower market, Duke wilil have suroplus cheaper vowe» to sell from now
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beyond, whlle the coe-ons
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untll at least the year 2003, 1if not 201
are :tuck wlth the =most expens!ve baselocad source around, not to mentbn

hlgher tracZsalssiocn costs slnce most of the coe-op customers are farther
from Catawba than from one of the ex!siing Duke base stations (Cconee,

Belews Creek and Marshall)., And should load growth on the ICs fall
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ndustrial 2oad and low saturat’'on for aslectric heating, ™uke's advantage
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would grow even greater In the 19905 23 the coops are stuck w!th large
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surpluses of expensive baseload power. (All time estimates and growth
figures in this paragraph supp!led by RTA and NCTMC: 5% growth on
NCEMC Duke customers wo.ld mean they'd require about *heiw K10 77
share of Catawba output adjusted for 5.5% twansmission loss, 'n the year
1798, Glver the uncertalntlss of load forecasting for much shorter times,
such as Duke! igggojected peaks around 15000 MW for summer 1980, when
“he actual was 10,350 MW, vyou can see how the lower-growth situatio
tan read!ly materlalize,)

One “further reservation: If the EMCs in fact buy a shard in
Catawba L, are they in effect writing Duke a blank check to vay for
“he post-TMI refits for that nuclear unit? There 1s no way to estimate
taese costs at present, but given the howls from the nuclear industry
220king Yo avold such refits, they are sure to be high. If the Catawba
1 contruct contains the same sort of language the C.tawba 2 sale did,
fhat the costs must be pald "regardless of the comnletion or operational

status of the plant", that language is a bailout by the I™iCs for Duke

o

b

Power ir the svent of any refits, or other difficulties w!th Tatawba 1,
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The ZiCs, with small assets, are not capable of balliing out Duke Power
without outrageous hardship to the TMCs' owner-custcmers Sticking
customers outside the Duke system with the Catawba c¢nst overruns would,
2bviously, even further strengthen Buke's mosltion as a cheaner source

¥ for new homes, business and industry, The IVCs are already
1t 4 dlsadvantage since Duke generally offers industry lower rates than
*ha TMCs can offer ‘ndustry gilven Duke's whclesale »rices to the ™(s.

It has bdeen allegsd, further, that Catawba purchase wouli save

iCs in the long run bec
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T the higher costs of future Duke
cInsiructiin Deyond Catawda, sueh as Sherokee and ®erkins and 3
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undesignated nuclear unlts, The undeniznated units were effoctively

besn stopped alsn, Carl Hosn, Jr., Juke's cha'vman of *he Yoard
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quoted recently as saying Duke wo.ld prefer to complete oniy those plants
now under construction (McGuire and Catawba) and bulld no more., Thus,
the argument that future Duke nuclear construction would ralse Duke's
average costs and make Catawba economical some time in the 1990s
1s pure spsculation, because TDuke 1s not actually construc*ing any
of the plants they had planned beyond Catawba.

The obvious alternatives for the EMCs are t. elther do nothing,
ind take advantage of Duke average baseload power costs which will be
lower than Cgtawba's power costs for at least the next 15 years, 1f
not the whole 1lifetime of the Catawba plant as seems llkely; or tc
pursue a program of constructing smaller power vlants fueled by peat,
wood, refuss, hydro or o:ther scurces, This latter program would entall
no erormous carital commitments such as Catawba or any nuclear station
dows., If load growth changed, the small plancs under construction
could be more readily delayed or cancelled, Once the Coeors buy
catawba, they'd be stuck with the whole share they bought, o sell-back
igreement wlth Duke could avoid the eventual result that the highe» cas+s
of Catawba (including ™™ refits?) would bes vasgsed on to the ™IC customers,

Thus ths effect of the TMCs buying Catawba wo:'ld be to reducs
:~on in baseload rower sales, reduce competiticn to Duke “ower
from alternative energy sources the ™MCs might develon (e.g., under
srmalleproducer and co-generator guidelines under sect'c: 210 of
e Publle Utility Regulatory Pollcles Act), and ra’‘se costs to the TV
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customer-owners, This 1s not !'n the nublic ‘nterest

4ells hadleman
Energy Consultant



