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BEFORE THE
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

LOUISIANA POWER &LIGHT COMPANY DOCKET NO. U-16945

PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF DANIEL J. LAWTON
ON BEHALF OF

JEFFERSON PARISH
."="

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME.

A. My name is Daniel J. Lawton.

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

A. I am a Principal in the firm of Diversified Utility Consultants, Inc.

Q. WHAT IS YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS?

A. My busi ness address is 211 E. 7th Street, Suite 727. Southwest Tower

Building, Austin, Texas, 78701.

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND.

A. I recei ved a BA degree in economi cs from Merrimack Coll ege in 1977. In

1978 I received an M.A. in economics from Tufts University.

Q. BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL WORK EXPERIENCE.

A. I have participated in numerous rate proceedings before local, state, and

federal regul atory bodi es. I have submi tted testimony in the states of

Loui si ana, Mi nnesota, Indi ana, Nebraska, North Carol i na, South Carol ina,

Texas, and also before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. A list

of the dockets and jurisdictions in which I have testified, along with my

resume, is included in Appendix I.

Q. WHO ARE YOU REPRESENTING IN THIS PROCEEDING?

A. I am testifying _on' behalf of Jefferson Parish in this proceeding.

Citizens of Jefferson Parish are customers of Louisiana Power & Light

Company ("LP.&L" or "Company"), and there is a large interest in the

outcome of this proceeding as it will affect all LP&L ratepayers. This

OPCPOD4-13-007321
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case represents a maj or rate increase to consumers wi th the proposed

inclusion of the Waterford 3 nuclear unit in rate base.

Q. HOW MUCH OF'~ RATE INCREASE IS LP&L REQUESTING IN THIS DOCKET?

A. As will be discussed later in this testimony, the actual rate request of

LP&L in thi s docket is diffi cul t to determine. Based on the fi 1i ng of

September 23, 1985, LP&L is requesting an increase of approximately $444

million., This translates into approximately a ,36% increase in revenue

requirements. The base rate increase (after removing the impacts of fuel)

is approximately 63%.

As can be seen from the above, the inclusion of the Waterford 3

investment in rate base results ina substanti al impact on the rates

ratepayers are requested to pay.

Q. PLEASE PROVIDE A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF DOCKET U-16945 FROM THE SEPTEMBER 23,

1985 FILING DATE UNTIL THE PRESENT.

A. As I understand the developments in this case, LP&L filed Docket No.

U-16945 on September 23, 1985, requesting an adjustment in its rates which

would produce $444,398,000 which, after fuel savings of $89,563,000, would

result in a revenue requirement of $354,835,000. The rate request was

based on a test year of twelve months ending June 30, 1984. The rate

increase, if granted, woul d produce a return of 12.75% and a return to

equity of 16.0% on a June 1984 test year.

It should be noted that the LP&L rate request in Docket No. U-16945

(the current case) is essenti ally the same rate request fil ed in May 1985

and dismissed by the Louisiana Public Service Commission ("LPSC") in July

1985.. The only difference between the current docket and the May 1985

OPCPOD4-13-007322
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case (Docket No. U-16518) is that the previ ous docket i ncl uded a request

to recover the Grand Gulf I related expenses.

~The September 23, 1985 rate request of LP&L, al so, requested that

Emergency Rate Relief be granted. In its filing, LP&L indicated the

foll owing:

"Promptly on commercial operation of Waterford 3, LP&L will

need increased revenues of approximately $30,000,000 each

month. As the commercial operation date of Waterford 3 is

virtually at hand, LP&L must request Emergency Rate Rel i ef

associated with Waterford 3 by which this COlllDission would

take up, on an emergency basi s, the Company's request for

rate rel i ef rel ated to Waterford 3 and thereafter permi t

the Company to impl ement the rate schedules proposed herei n

so as to produce $354,835,000 of net additional cash

revenues (related to Waterford 3 only) based on a test year

ended June 30, 1984. LP&L requests that this Commission

then take up the issues of permanent rate relief, but that

any deci si on thereon be prospecti ve only."

Thus, the Company requested not only an increase of $444,398,000, but

also requested that the rate increase be implemented immediately on an

interim or emergency basis.

DID THE LPSC ACT ON LP&L'S EMERGENCY RATE REQUEST?

Yes, they did. In November 1985, the LPSC issued Order No. U-16945

allowing LP&L illlDediate or interim rate relief of approximately $421

million. In Order No. U-16945, LP&L was allowed immediate rate relief of

OPCPOD4-13-007323
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A. The fi rst part of my testimonY will address the TB&A report and the issue

of prudence with regard to the construction of Waterford 3. I have not

conducted an independent full-fl edged prudence revi ew of Waterford 3, but

rather address what I bel i eve to be incorrect and erroneous concl usions

contained in the.TB&A report.

I will also provide an estimate of what I believe to be the level of

a quanti fi abl e imprudence penalty - based on the TB&A report and va ri ou-s

responses to Jefferson Parish interrogatories.

Mr. Pous will also be providing a critique of certain parts of the

TB&A report, in particular with regard to the continuing justification

issue. Also, Mr. Pous will be providing an imprudence quantification

associated with the issue of continuing justification.

In addition to the testimony described above, Mr. Pous and I will be

providing testimony on the following issues:

1) Depreciation Expense;

2) Impacts of the New Tax Law;

3) Storm Damage Reserves;

4) Amorti zati on of Cancelled Pl ants and

5) LPSC ORDER No. U-16945

Q. WHAT MATERIAL DID YOU REVIEW IN ANALYZING THE COMPANY I S PROPOSED RATE

INCREASE IN REVENUES?

A. I have reviewed the Company's prefiled testimony, exhibits, LP&L responses

to intervenors I data requests, annual reports and the Company's di rect

testimony and exhibits in previous cases before the LPSC.

OPCPOD4-13-007324
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Q. HAVE YOU REVIEWED ADDITIONAL MATERIAL WITH REGARD TO THE PRUDENCE ISSUE?

A. Yes. I have. Materi al I have re1 i ed upon for my testimony (beyond LP&L

responses to Jefferson Pari sh data requests) on the prudence review is

either attached to this testimony or contained in my workpapers.

OPCPOD4-13-007325
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SECTION I

WATERFORD 3 PRUDENCE OVERVIEW

Q. WHAT TYPE OF PRUDENCE OR RETROSPECTIVE REVIEW HAVE YOU CONDUCTED IN THIS

CASE?

A. I have not conducted either a prudence analysis or an independent

retrospective review in this case. Rather, I have been asked to review

the TB&A retrospective analysis of the Waterford 3 project.- Based upon my

analysis of the TB&A retrospective review, I have made certain adjustments

to their findings of imprudence to arrive at what can reasonably be stated

as an imprudence recommendation in this case. As will be shown 1ater, it

is my opinion that this Cornnission should send TB&A back to do further

in-depth studies in parti cul ar areas so as to be abl e to assure thi s

Commi ssi on and ratepayers that no imprudence on the part of LP&L will

result in charges to ratepayers in this and future cases. It is my

opinion that TB&A could have done a more complete and in-depth analysis.

Whether the results of this report are not complete due to time

constraints or budget constraints, I do not know. As is shown later in

this testimony, TB&A did not completely respond to the RFP of this

Commission. Ther~fore, it is my opinion that the TB&A report is

incomplete, does not address all issues requested by this Commission, and

fai 1s to quantify areas of imprudence that may be, in fact, quantifi abl e.

If this Commission were to accept this report i.e., the TB&A report, as a

complete and in-depth review of the issue of prudence of Waterford 3, than

it is my opinion that ratepayers will be overcharged in their rates

because of imprudence on the part of LP&L with regard to Waterford 3.

OPCPOD4-13-007326
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Q. WHAT WAS THE TB&A APPROACH TO THIS RETROSPECTIVE REVIEW REQUESTED BY THE

LPSC?

A. The TB&A retrospective audit was more of an investigation into the

organi zati on and management structure of LP&L duri ng the constructi on of

Waterford 3. At page 1-4, TB&A states the following:

"Retrospecti ve or over-the-shoul der audi ts assess the

prudency or reasonabl eness of past management -deci si ons and

actions. The Waterford 3 retrospective audit was an

i nvesti gati on of how effecti vely LP&L obtai ned and employed

its organization, managerial and system options and

resources to minimize - through management - the Waterford

3 cost and schedule, while producing a product of the

requisite quality. The emphasis was on the process in

pl ace, and the assessment focused on how well those

control 1abl e aspects of the proj ect that most si gni fi cantly

impacted costs, schedule and quality were managed."

The above statement represents TB&A's position with regard to their

approach to the Waterford 3 audit.

Q. IS IT YOUR OPINION THAT TB&A HAS CONDUCTED A FULL-FLEDGED PRUDENCE REVIEW?

A. No, I do not believe that the TB&A retrospective audit comprises a

full-fledged prudence review.

Q. DID THE TB&A REPORT ADDRESS ALL THE ASPECTS OF PRUDENCE SURROUNDING THE

CONSTRUCTION OF WATERFORD 3 THAT WERE REQUESTED BY THIS COMMISSION?

A. It appears that the TB&A "Retrospective Review" falls short of answering

all the questi ons that the LPSC wanted addressed in the prUdence revi ew.

OPCPOD4-13-007327



Docket No. U-l6945 Page 9

1 Whi 1e ~lr. Pous addresses, in hi s testimony. some of the areas that need to.

2 be examined in a full fledged prudence review, there are a number of other

3 areas I wil 1 address below.

4 Two documents are very important in showing that TB&A appears not to

5 have compl eted all the LPSC requi rements for the prudence revi ew. The

6 fi rst document is the LPSC Request For Proposal ("RFP"), whi 1e the second

7 document is a letter to TB&A from the LPSC Secretary Louis S. Quinn. Both

8 of these documents are contained in J!1Y testimony as Exhibit __, Schedule

9 (DJL-2 and 31, respectively. Both the RFP and the Louis Quinn letter

10 specifically address the areas of continuing justification. In

11 particular. the Louis Quinn letter states:

12 " '" the Commi ssi on wants to be advi sed as to the basi s on

13

14

15

16

which the decision was made to continue to construct

Waterford 3. Your report should cover the least cost life

cycle ecnnomic analysis of building nuclear, coal, lignite.

etc. as part of your economic analysis of the LP&L

17 decisions made at various times to continue to build the

18 nuclear generating plant."

19 With regard to this issue of continuing justification. TB&A never did

20 conduct an economic analysis of the LP&L deci sions made at various times

21 to continue to build the nuclear generating plant, despite the specific

22 request from the LPSC in the Louis Quinn letter dated May 1. 1986.

23 TB&A appears to have relied upon the LP&L documentation of more than

24 two dozen studies and analyses that considered the economics of using

25 nuclear power versus the use of alternative fuel sources in the LP&L

OPCPOD4-13-007328
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service area. Mr. Pous discusses the particular problems with these

studies in his testimony. The following are some of the TB&A conclusions

relative to the TB&A review of these alleged continuing justification

studies:

"Review of these studies and analyses revealed that a full

scale study to specifically examine the economics of

Waterford 3 vis-a-vis other options was never conducted

after the initial decision to build the plant."

Further, at page III-65 of the TB&A report, it is concluded that:

"Whil e the analyses that were conducted woul d all ow LP&L

management to infer that nuclear economics were still

favorabl e to other opti ons, there was no specific 1east

cost life cycle analysis conducted during the construction

of Waterford 3."

What TB&A fai 1s to note is that ratepayers shoul d be provi ded

more than an inferrence concerning nuclear economics, when it is

the ratepayer who is being asked to pay for approximately $3

billion of investment by LP&L.

TB&A goes on to state the following:

"Such a re-examination would have been particularly

warranted prior to the start of construction on Waterford 3

after the lengthy delay and project cost escalation

following the antitrust proceedings."

Thus, even though TB&A believes that the decision to build Waterford

3 shou1 d have been re-exami ned in the 1974-1975 time frame and keepi ng in

OPCPOD4-13-007329
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mi nd that the LPSC requested that TB&A conduct such an analysi s (Quinn

letter dated May 1985), TB&A did not address this aspect of the continuing

justification question. Rather, TB&A relied upon generic rather-than

Waterford 3 site specific results to justify the continued construction of

the nuclear option. Lastly, at page III-55, TB&A concludes the folloWing:

. "Whi 1e the Company di d conduct peri odi c economic

justification of nuclear power, studies were not made using

specific to-go costs of Waterford 3, nor were least cost

1ife cycle analyses performed. The periodic economic

studies that were made did imply that continuation of

construction was justified."

Agai n ratepayers and thi s Commi ssi on need more than a mere imp1i cati on of

nuclear economics where a $3 billion investment is concerned.

Q. WHY IS TB&A INCORRECT IN RELYING ON THE REFERENCED STUDIES RATHER THAN

CONDUCTING A SITE· SPECIFIC LEAST COST LIFE CYCLE STUDY FOR THE CONTINUED

JUSTIFICATION OF WATERFORO 3?

A. Aside from not complying with' the LPSC requirement of conducting an

economic analysis of the LP&L decisions made at various times to continue

to build Waterford 3, reliance on the referenced studies is misplaced for

two reasons. First, as Mr. Pous will show in his testimony, the studies,

in fact, relied upon are incomplete and, given LP&L's cost estimates, some

of the studies cannot be relied upon. Second, if the referenced stUdies

are, in fact, a reliable basis for continued construction of the nuclear

option, then LP&L has no basis for cancelling the St. Rosalie project.

OPCPOD4-13-007330
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1 Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY LP&L WOULD HAVE NO BASIS FOR CANCELLING THE ST. ROSALIE

2 NUCLEAR PROJECT IF THE REFERENCED STUDIES WERE, IN FACT, RELIED UPON.

3 A. If TB&A is correct in -its reliance on the referenced studies.~which show

4 the nuclear option is superior to alternate fossil-fueled generation, then

5 LP&L, or at the very least MSU, were imprudent when they decided to cancel

6 the St. Rosalie nuclear project in 1975. It does not make sense to cancel

7 the least cost alternative as was allegedly shown by the referenced

8 studies. TB&A's conclusions imply that MSU, and possibly LP&L, selected

9 the more costly planning alternative when the St. Rosalie project was

10 cancelled. It would appear that even LP&L did not always believe these

11 referenced studies that were relied upon by TB&A for its conclusions.

12 Q. ARE THERE OTHER ASPECTS OF THE LPSC REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL THAT TB&A DID NOT

I - .13

14

15

U 16

17

18

ADDRESS?

A. Yes. TB&A did not fully address the issue of whether the initial decision

to build Waterford 3 was a well-planned decision. TB&A appears not to

have considered the impact on the final cost estimate of the Waterford No.

3 project of Nuclear Regulatory COl11l1ission decisions and/or inspections.

TB&A failed to make a determination of whether or not additional costs

19 associated with regulatory changes and requirements could have been

20 avoided by anticipating the changes through proper oversight

21 re sponsi bil i ty.

22

23

24

'5

Q. WITH REGARD TO THE TB&A REPORT, WHAT AREAS OF THAT REPORT WILL YOU BE

ADDRESSING?

A. Given time and data constraints, I will be addressing what I believe to be

the most important aspects of the TB&A report. I wi 11 provi de what I

OPCPOD4-13-007331
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believe to be a more accurate quantification of imprudence with regard to

LP&L's Waterford 3 project based on the TB&A report and data I have.

The areas of the TB&A report I will be addressing are as follows:

A) TB&A Assumptions and Guidelines

B) Contract Strategy

C) Cost and Schedul e Control

D) Financial Management

E) Li censi ng

F) Outside Audits

G) TB&A's Imprudence Quantification Approach

H) Summary and Findings

OPCPOD4-13-007332
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because of cost from imprudent acti ons, the customers coul d take thei r

resulting- from imprudent actions are a. fundamental . part of the

A. The di.sall owance of cost associ ated wi th imprudent acti ons is a

competitive market a firm tried to impose on its customers a higher price

Disallowancesregul ati on.fundamental requirement of traditional

investments when such di sall owances are warranted i. e. , when such

investments are imprudently incurred.

-
responsibility given to a regulatory body when setting reasonable rates

for utility services. This charge of ensuring that all costs are

prudently incurred is necessary to protect the ratepayer from being

charged escessive rates by public utilities. If, for example, in a

busi ness to a more effi ci ent provi der of the same servi ce at a lower

price. On the contrary, utility ratepayers have no such choice to go to

an alternative provider of the same service. Monopolies are granted

franchi ses and therefore monopoly ri ghts wi th regard to util ity servi ces.

Utilities must be motivated to act in a prudent fashion by the threat

that the prospect of imprudently incurred cost will, in fact, be

di sall owed by the regul atory body. Therefore, regul atory bodi es have as

an obligation the responsibility to impose such disallowances on utility

SECTION II

PRUDENCE DEFINITION

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE CONCEPT OF PRUDENCE AND IMPRUDENCE WITH REGARD TO

REGULATI ON.

Q. WHAT DEFINITION OF PRUDENCE, IN YOUR OP1NION, SHOULD THIS COMMISSION

FOLLOW WHEN EVALUATING THE RECORD IN THIS DOCKET?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

r"1--- 12

L'-1.3

14

15

16

'I 17
I

---l 18

19
.. ~. ,

20

21

22

-- 23

24
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1 A. In evaluating prudence in this case, the Commission must deter.mine whether

2 the Company acted reasonably under all the circumstances at the time the

3 acti ons in questi on were taken. Cl early; the investors of LP&L shoul d

4 receive reasonable protection for all investments made by LP&L that were

5 prudently incurred and which were dedicated to serve the public.

6 Investors should not be penalized by applying hindsight to decisions or

7
I
I
i
L 8

actions that were reasonable at the time the decisions were made. The

COlmni ssi on, when applyi ng the reasonabl eness standard noted above, shoul d

9 also require that LP&L be held accountable if it is determined that LP&L,

10 in fact, fail ed to respond adequately to changi ng ci rcumstances or to new

11 . challenges as the Waterford 3 project progressed. Ratepayers of LP&L are

12 entitled to protection from the consequences of unresponsi ve or imprudent

13 management and deci si ons. Therefore, there are two parts to the equati on

14 with regard to prudence. On the one hand, one should not use hindsight,

15 but al so one shoul d protect ratepayers from the Company 's fai 1ure to
I

I I 16u respond adequately to changi ng ci rcumstances. By fo11 owi ng both pa rts of

17 the equati ons, the Commi ssi on can ensure that the rates set are truly just

18 and reasonable.

19 In summary, the Company's conduct shoul d be judged by consi deri ng

20 whether the conduct was reasonabl e at the time, under all the

21 ci rcurnstances, consi deri ng that the Company had to sol ve its probl ems

22 prospecti vely rather than with the re1i ance of hi ndsi ght. Further, whil e

23 industry nonns may, in fact, be· helpful in looking at a particular

24 sHuati on with regard to cost, pl anni ng, etc., these industry norms are

~5 merely one indication of whether the Company's responses to its problems

OPCPOD4-13-007334
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were reasonabl e at the time. Industry norms cannot be re1 i ed upon as the

deci di ng factor when determi ni ng whether the Company was responsi b1e in

its judgment. For example. indust-ry norms in the nuclear industry may

only indicate that Waterford 3 costs are higher than average in a very

flawed industry.

Q. DOES THE COMPANY HAVE A STANDARD OF PRUDENCE WHICH IT HAS PUT FORTH IN

THIS CASE. DOCKET NO. U-16945?

A. It appears that the Company I s positi on on prudence is set forth in the

statement of James M. Cain. dated November 12, 1986. Mr. Cain is

Presi dent and Chi ef Executi ve Offi cer of LP&L and has hel d that posi ti on

since 1983. At the first page of his statement Mr. Cain states:

"Nobody is perfect. However, what I am saying is that,

looking at this whole subject without exersizing hindsight

and gauging our conduct on· the basi s of prudence bei ng the

conduct of a reasonable person who is qualified to do the

job, there certainly should be no finding of imprudence."

It would appear that Mr. Cain believes that the prudence standard for this

Coromi ssi on to follow shoul d be that anybody in hi s ri ght mi nd who was

hired by LP&L and makes a decision should always be found to be prudent in

that deci si on maki ng process. Mr. Cai n I s standard woul d fi nd nothi ng

wrong with LP&L turning over all its authority of oversight of the

Waterford 3 project to the contractor engi neer, ar<:hi tect-engi neer,

Ebasco. Further, Mr. Cain's standard would totally ignore the fact that a

company shoul d be imprudent if it gave the deci si on to construct and go

ahead wi th the unit to an archi tect-engi neer. LP&L I s sta ndard put forth

OPCPOD4-13-007335
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in this November 12 statement is totally unworkable in the framework of

regulation and the regulatory process, and again would result in no

commission being allowed to~ever determine imprudence, because, Mr. Cain

ignores the fact that qualified reasonable people sometimes make imprudent

decisions.

Q. DID THE COMPANY PUT FORTH THE CASE OF PRUDENCE WITH REGARD TO WATERFORD IN

THIS DOCKET?

A. No, the Company has not put forth a case showi ng prudence wi th regard to

the constructi on, conti nui ng justificati on, and fi nal cost of the

Waterford 3 proj ect. Mr. Cai n, under cross-exami nati on, i ndi cated that

the Company felt it did not need to put forth a case on the matter of

prudence of Waterford 3. Further, Mr. Cain, under cross-examination,

indicated that it is not the Company's ; . e. , LP&L's burden to show

prudence, but rather, tlle Commission and intervenor's burden to show

imprudence. Clearly, Mr. Cain is attempting to shi ft the burden of proof

in this matter when it rightly belongs with the Company.

Therefore, there is no record evidence from LP&L or its parent MSU

which shows that the Waterford 3 project was prudently constructed,

managed, or whether, in fact, the nuclear option shou1 d even have been

sel ected.

Q. DID MR. CAIN HAVE ANY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO THE TB&A RETROSPECTIVE

REVIEW OF WATERFORD 3?

A. Yes, Mr. Cai n had a number of comnents wi th regard to the TB&A report.

For example, in his November 12, 1986 statement, Mr. Cain states:

OPCPOD4-13-007336



Docket No. U-16945 Page 18

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

II

1.2

." ..~3

'! j
14

,~

15

I 16

17

18

19

20

21

22

- 23

24

~5

"I am, and LP&L is, particularly aggrieved by any

concl usi on that LP&L has been imprudent, in any respect,

and, parti cul arly., imprudent to the extent of $143 mill ion. "

Mr. Cain further states:

nI am not saying that LP&L has been perfect in its pl anning

and construction of Waterford 3. Nobody is perfect."

Yet, Mr. Cain dOeS not feel justified in putting forth the case with

regard to expl ai ni Tlg the imperfections and associ ated cost increases of

LP&L on the matters of construction and planning of the Waterford 3

project. Mr. Cain further indicates at page 3 of his statement that LP&L

is criticized for maintaining its tradition of having a lean staff. Mr.

Cai n ignores the fact that the TB&A report fi nds that the LP&L tradi ti on

of 1ean staffi ng was not appropri ate wi th regard to not only the new

technology of thenucl ear opti on undertaken by LP&L, but al so wi th regard

to an investment 'which turned out to be approximately $2.84 billion.

Further, Mr. Cain ignores the fact that LP&L's own consultant, Management

Analysis Company ("MAC"l, criticized LP&L for its lean staffing approach.

Whi 1e the management and oversi ght rol e of thi s $2.84 bi 11 ion investment

in Waterford 3 may have been 1ean, the expendi tures on the Waterford 3

project were far from being lean. This policy of lean-ness will be

discussed later in this testimony.

OPCPOD4-13-007337
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SECTION I II

TB&A'S ASSUMPTIONS

Q. DO YOU HAVE ·~NY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO THE UNDERYLING ASSUMPTIONS

EMPLOYED BY TB&A WITH REGARD TO THE RETROSPECTIVE REVIEW ON WATERFORD?

A. Yes, I have a number of comments. First, the overall assumptions employed

by TB&A are conservative in favor of LP&L rather than being balanced

between the ratepayer and the Company. In my opini on, the underlying

assumpti ons employed by TB&A and gui del i nes used in the retrospecti ve

review resulted in the findings favoring LP&L, and such assumptions were

not balanced with regard to a prudence determination. One assumption used

by TB&A, to which I agree, is as stated at page 1-4:

"We adhere to our bel i ef that the assessment must be made

without falling into the trap of hindsight, and that the

outcome of a specific decision, action or sequence of

acti ons is not the proper i ndi cator of the reasonabl eness

of management's action."

Whil e I do, in 'fact, agree with TB&A that hi ndsi ght shoul d not be employed

in a case for the determination of prudence, TB&A, in fact, violated this

assumption' in a number of places in its report to support its

conclusions. For example, at page VIII-10, TB&A states:

"Exhibit VIII-5 shows an LP&L comparison of project capital

costs for various single and first-of-two units with

commerci al operati on dates wi thi 1'1 ei ghteen months of the

Waterford 3 cOll1JJerci al operati on date of September 1985.

The. average capital cost, including AFUDC, of the nineteen

OPCPOD4-13-007338
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1 plants in this sample (excluding Waterford 3) is $3475 per

2 ki 1owatt capacity. On thi s basi s, the $2572 per ki lowatt

3 ciljlital cost of Waterford 3 is 26 percent 1ess than thi s

4 average and appears to compare quite favorably."

5 On that same page, it is further stated:

6 "Here the Waterford 3 cost of $2015 per ki 1owatt is very

7 near the average cost of $1988 per kilowatt. When compared

8 on thi s basi s, the cost performance of Waterford 3 is

9 average for contemporaneous plants of this type."

10 Such concl usions and inferrences made by TB&A can only made with the use

11 of hindsight. This is in direct violation of one of their basic

12 assumptions. It appears that TB&A uses hindsight when it favors LP&L, but

-13 when hi ndsi ght is used to work agai nst LP&L, TB&A sti cks by its ori gi na1

14 assumption.

15 An additional comment with regard to TB&A's comparison of Waterford 3

16 to other nuclear projects at Exhibit VIII-6 is warranted. TB&A compares

17 Waterford 3 costs to the costs of eight other nuclear units. Five of the

18 units in the comparison have had imprudence findings against them by

19 various regulatory commissions. Two of the units are not yet complete,

20 but with regard to one of the two, Seabrook 1, there has been substantial

21 controversy regardi ng its constructi on. It is al so my understandi ng that

22 the regul atory commi ssi on in North Carol i na will be conducti ng an in-depth

23 prudence review of the Harris Unit 1.

24 All one can concl ude from thi s compari son is that TB&A has i ncl uded a

'.5 comparison of many units that have had imprudence findings to compare to

OPCPOD4-13-007339
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LP&L's Waterford 3 unit. Yet, TB&A never mentioned in its report that it

was compari ng ,Waterford 3 to nuclear units that other regul atory

~ommissions had considered partially imprudent.

Q. WHAT TB&A ASSUMPTIONS APPEAR TO BE BIASED IN FAVOR OF LP&L?

A. Another assumption used by TB&A is as stated on page 1-4:

"Simil arly, the mere exi stence of one or more errors on the

project attributable to either owner or contractor actions

does not in itself signify unreasonabl eness or imprudence.

The existence of a large number of errors or the generic

nature of a speci fi c error or group of errors, however,

would be cause for suspecting unreasonable management

actions. "

Thi s assumpti on is obvi ously bi ased when one looks at the quantity of

errors in enumerating a decision of imprudence. One should not review the

quantity of errors, but rather the magnitude of any error and its impact

on the project. Clearly, if TB&A follows this assumption to the extreme

and one error results in $1 billion of imprUdence, then TB&A could

indicate that since this is only one error, 'it is not sufficient to

,justify or suspect imprudence. Obviously, one must look at the magnitude

and nature of the error in addition to the absolute quantity of errors

made. Al so, numerous errors, even under TB&A I S approach, shoul d 1ead to

more than a mere suspicion of imprudence.

Q. WERE THERE ANY ADDITIONAL ASSUMPTIONS OF TB&A IN WHICH YOU DISAGREE?

A. Yes, there were. In parti cul ar, the assumpti on of what I refer to as the

"critical path" assumption employed by TB&A was biased in favor of LP&L,

OPCPOD4-13-007340
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managed by LP&L and resul ted in del ay, but if at the same time other

factors outside LP&L's control were occurring which also slowed or delayed

the project, the imprudent task waul d not be quantifi ed gi ven that these

and it is I1\Y opinion that it could result in significant dollars of

imprudence not bei ng quanti fi ed 'or addressed in thi s retrospecti ve

review. The critical path assumption to which I refer is TB&A's basic

position or premise that so long as a task, although it may be imprudent,

did not change the critical path of the project, then there is no

assumption one step further, TB&A is basically conclUding that if a task

takes two or three times as long as it should have, there is no

quantifiable imprudence associated with this task if, at the same time,

external factors outside the control of LP&L were occurri ng which woul d

have delayed the project anyway. Clearly, any task which takes two or

three times as long as it should will likely result in higher costs for

that task. It appears that TB&A did not review items which were off the

critical path, even if the tasks (off the critical path) were imprudently

managed.

Q. CAN YOU SITE ANYWHERE IN THE TB&A REPORT WHERE THIS ASSUMPTION IS RELI ED

UPON IN THE ANALYSIS?

A. Yes, I can. At page E-5 of the report, TB&A states the following:

"It was not reasonable, however, to fail to use the delay

to devel op detai 1ed schedul es and acceptabl e bi ddi ng

documents for the priority construction contracts. Rather

In other words, if a task was imprudently

Taki ng thi s

quantifiable imprudence.

other factors would have del ayed the project anyway.
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than waiting until the CP was received in November 1974,

LP&L should have authorized Ebasco to proceed with a

detailed cost and schedule estimate when the LWA was

received in July 1974. This would have allowed the project

to get off to a strong start when the constructi on permit

was granted. Instead, TB&A found, LP&L and Ebasco were not

ready. It took unti 1 May 5, 1975, fi ve and one-half months

after recei pt of the CP, to issue the request for bi d on

the concrete contract. This contract was identified in

early schedules to be on the critical path for the

proj ect. TB&A 's schedul e analysi s found that probl ems with

the site dewatering and excavation, which were outside

LP&L's control, negated the impact of the concrete contract

delay. Had these problems not occurred, however, LP&L's

inaction would have delayed the project four months."

This is a perfect example of how TB&A's critical path assumption is used.

TB&A· concluds that because of problems with site dewatering and

excavation, the delay in establishing the concrete contract i.e., the

imprudence on LP&L' s part with regard to this contract, had no impact on

the overall schedul e. However, TB&A di d not detemi ne whether the fi ve

and one-half month delay in the procurement of a concrete contract

resulted in procuring a higher cost concrete contract than would have been

negoti ated five and one-half months earl i er. Further, on page E-5, TB&A

notes the following:

OPCPOD4-13-007342
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"LP&L I S conti nued attempt to get fi xed-pri ce contracts

resulted in delays due to having to rebid the work when no

or unacceptable bi ds were recei ved. Del ays of up to fi ve

months in the issuance of contracts occurred as a resul t.

Project delays beyond LP&L's control in the concrete work,

however, lessened the importance of the contract del ays.

Page 24

Nonetheless, TB&A concludes that the unreasonable

contracting strategy contributed to a construction

completion delay."

TB&A now concl udes that because the concrete contract was del ayed because

of both imprudence on LP&L I S part, and also external factors (dewateri ng

and excavati on outsi de of LP&L I S controll, most of the contract del ays

that followed were not found to be imprudent because the critical path had

been delayed given the timing of the concrete contract. It does not

appear that any i nvesti gati on as to whether the del ay in such contracts

resulted in higher cost contracts was ever conducted or investigated by

TB&A.

A third area where this assumption of critical path has affected

prudence findings is shown on page VIII-6, where TB&A states the following:

"TB&A believes that if it had, perhaps the LP&L finance

group could have found additional funding to keep the

project on track. TB&A finds that LP&L did util1ze

conventi ona1 external markets to the extent reasonable in

an attempt to finance the project and prevent the 1980

manpower reduction. In addition, TB&A finds that LP&L had

OPCPOD4-13-007343
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1 tried to expedite the NRC licensing review process, had not

2 succeeded and was concerned that Waterford 3 would be

3 completed a year in advance of being able to receive an

4 operati ng li cense. Based on these two fi ndi ngs, no impact

5 has been assessed in thi s area."

6 Once again, we have a situation where the project was slowed down and the

7 labor force was cut from 3,000 to 2,000, yet any increase in the overall

8 cost due to the fi nance cutback was not found to be imprudent because at

9 the same time LP&L was struggling to get an operating license and,

10 therefore, the critical path was the procurement of the operating license

11 from the NRC. TB&A has concluded that because the operating license was

12 not yet attained, the financing delay had no impact on the cost of the

-':L3 unit. It should be noted in the section of my testimony where I address

14 cost scheduling and its impacts on financing that, cost increases were the

15 result of the financing delay as evidenced by the Company's own documents,

16 and TB&A did not attempt to quantify imprudence associated with the

17 cutback in 1980 or the cutback in 1977•

.~ 18 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH TB&A' S ASSUMPTION THAT IF THERE IS NO QUANTIFIABLE

19 IMPACT ASSOCIATED WITH AN AREA OF IMPRUDENCE THEN RATEPAYERS ARE NOT

20 HARMED?

21 A. Yes, I do agree with that assumption. Clearly, if an area of imprudence

22 does not 1ead to increased cost to ratepayers then, in fact, ratepayers

23 have not been hanned. I do not· agree with TB&A's assumptions that if

24 external factors out of LP&L's control were affecting the critical path of

5 the project, that there is no imprudence associ ated wi th the task because
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account factors unique to a project - does not eliminate

the need to first demonstrate the fundamental nature of the

between estimated and actual costs, for example, or a

deviation from industry average costs, is not in itself

sufficient cause for either a charge of unreasonableness or

a defense of reasonableness. Even making adjustments to

retrospecti ve revi ews of nucl ear power plant constructi on

projects that a difference .in two numbers - a difference

be

to take into

Only then can cost impacts

quantified. "

unreasonableness.

allow "apples to oranges" comparisons

TB&A appears to have a more stringent standard than is necessary from a

ratepayer's, regul atory body or even a uti 1i ty perspecti ve. Cl early, if

the Company is found to be imprudent in its actions, and if a

quantification of such imprudence can be made, then the Company should be

penalized for the imprudent actions. If for example, a Company's actions

are found to be unreasonable, then the demonstration of the fundamental

nature of that unreasonabl eness is not necessary. The Company shoul d be

required to be reasonable at all times in all actions.

-the task is not on the critical path. TB&A appears to require a very high

standard before it will even attempt to quantify dollars associated with

an action found to be imprudent. For example; at page 1-6, TB&A states

the foll owi ng:

"TB&A recognized early in the evolution of performing
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Q. IS THERE ANY EVIDENCE TO SUGGEST THAT THE TB&A CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS

MAY IN FACT LEAD TO LACK OF IMPRUDENCE FINDINGS IN THEIR STUDIES?

A. Yes, there is. For example, TB&A worked for Southern California ·Edison

Company ("SCEC"l in the capacity of litigation support on the San Onofre

nuclear generating station ("SONGS") prudence study. In that case, SCEC

was defendi ng i tseIf ina prudence case before the Cal iforni a Publ i c

constructi on of SONGS and hi red TB&A for assi stance, the COllll1i ssi on di d

concl ude a substanti al imprudence fi ndi ng very recently of approximately

$350 million. It should be noted that under cross-examination, TB&A

witness Resh indicated that TB&A did not advise SCEC whether there was

imprudence that might, in fact, be quantified.

Another project worked on by TB&A staff was the South Texas Project

before the Publ i c Util ity Comni ssi on of Texas wi th rega rd to prudence

associated with STP 1 and STP 2, and the determination of whether CWIP

should be placed in rate base. Under Texas law, a company that requests

CWIP in rate base must fi rst show that the CWIP doll ars were prUdently

incurred and that CWIP in rate base is necessary for financial integrity.

Therefore, the State of Texas has a twofold test i.e., one of financial

integrity and, secondly, one of prudence. The TB&A staff witnesses who

conducted the study testified before the Public Utility COllll1ission of

Texas on behalf of Houston Lighting & Power Company and concluded that STP

was, in fact, prUdent. The Commi ssi on in that case concluded that the

Company had not made a showing of prudence with regard to STP and,'

therefore, di sall owed any CWIP in rate base. The TB&A approach as shown.
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Util ity Comni ssi on.
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SCEC did not believe it was imprudent in the

,....,.
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in the Waterford study is, in fact, very conservative and biased in favor of

LP&L, and should be looked at in this regard.
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TB&A further notes:

nucl ear retrospecti ve revi ews. "

Thus, LP&L did not put the Waterford 3 job out to competitive bid, and

TB&A merely eval uated the Ebasco contract agai nst contemporaneous

A. Yes, I have a number of comments. At page II-8 of the TB&A report, a

discussion of LP&L's determination and decisions with regard to the

Althoughselection of the architect/engineer ("A/E") is shown.

"In the absence of competitive proposals for this contract,

TB&A proceeded to evaluate the Ebasco contract against

contemporaneous contracts that we have studied in other

source of these servi ces was predi cated 1argely on along

and (in LPL's judgment) successful relationship between

Ebasco and LP&L."

"Apparently, LP&L di d not seri ously consi der contracting

wi th anyone other than Ebasco to engi neer and manage the

construction of Waterford 3. This reliance on a sole

discussions were held between LP&L and other potential contractors (but no

records of these discussions were made and no proposals were made), LP&L

ultimately selected Ebasco.

TB&A further notes:

SECTION IV

CONTRACT STRATEGY

SELECTION OF AN ARCHITECT-ENGINEER AND CONSTRUCTION MANAGER ~

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO LP&L'S SELECTION OF EBASCO AS THE

ARCHITECT-ENGINEER FOR THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?
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contracts to determine whether the Ebasco contract was reasonable.

Q. WHAT DID TB&A CONCLUDE WITH REGARD TO THE EBASCO CONTRACT AND THE BIDDI~G

PROCESS?

A. At page 11-11. TB&A concludes the following:

"First. as to the selection of Ebasco to prOVide AE/CM

servi ces. we fi nd that al though the process was

noncompeti ti ve,- Ebasco was a reasonabl e choi ce.. Thi s
.

conclusion is based largely on the combination of Ebasco's

qualifications and its strong past relationship with LP&L."

LP&L did not put the project out to bid. a major project estimated to

cost some $230 million in 1970. If a project is put out to bid. even if

LP&L planned to select Ebasco as the A/E. then possibly, Ebasco might have

"sharpened its pencil" in the bidding process, knowing full well

competitors al so wou; d be submitti ng bi ds to LP&L for the same proj ect.

Clearly, any time a job is put into the competitive marketplace, the

competitive market conditions will result in a fair market price.

Apparently, LP&L did not feel that the market forces were necessary to get

a reasonabl e pri ceo TB&A apparently di d no i nvesti gati on as to whether

the final estimate or contract was reasonable and. as a matter of fact,

they concluded that relative to other contemporaneous contracts. the

fixed-fee provisions were not reasonable. Yet. TB&A was unable to

quantify an impact associated with this area of poor judgment on the part

of LP&L. Obviously, ratepayers would be impacted if a contract could have

been procured at a lower price or other contract cCl"ncessions could have

been negotiated.
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estimate must be as accurate as possible so as to evaluate the economics

A. Yes, I have numerous comments concerni ng TB&A' s ana1ysi s, concl usi ons and

was avail ab1 e. Most of the constructi Ori cost forecasti ng

was done utilizing manual techniques based upon actual

use of those conclusions, regarding cost estimates. First, with regard to

cost estimates, such estimates are very important in the process of any

The i ni ti al, estimates, and conti nued reeva1 uati on of theproject.

of the project.'

In the TB&A report at page 111-36, TB&A notes:

investment necessary to complete a project, are vital to the decision­

maker in making the determination of whether to continue the project.

Secondly, such estimates are very important to the determination of

ability to finance the project. Clearly, LP&L's financing department

needed accurate cost estimates so that the financing of this project could

go forward on a timely and efficient manner. The most important aspect of

all the estimating of the Waterford 3 costs is the factor that the

"Ebasco was responsi b1 e for prepari ng cost estimates. LP&L

supp1 i ed its own estimates for LP&L-specifi ed costs. The

basel i ne estimates were ori gi nally prepared in the Ebasco

New York office. Later forecasts were prepared in the

Ebasco field office, where most of the necessary cost data

SECTION V

COST ESTIMATES

Q. DO YOU HAVE -ANY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO THE TB&A REVIEW OF THE LP&L COST

ESTIMATES AND SCHEDULING?
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1 dollar expenditures and data derived from the computerized

2 Proj ect Quanti ty and Manpower Report."

Page 32

3 Once again, becuase of LP&L's inexperience and lean staffing, LP&L, in

4 fact, relied upon its AlE for cost estimates as well as schedule

5 estimates. But, LP&L appears to have ignored its oversi ght rol e as well

6 as its responsibility with regard to ensuring accurate estimates for

7 project cost. The inaccurate estimates, that resulted, and discussed

8 below, during the Waterford 3 project may have caused the project to

9 continue when, in fact, more accurate estimates combined with a site

10 specific economic analysis would have indicated the project was not a

11 viable alternative.

12 Q. WHAT, IN FACT, WERE THE ORIGINAL COST ESTIMATES, AND HOW MANY TIMES DID

13 THESE ESTIMATES CHANGE OVER THE LIFE OF THE CONSTRUCTION PROJECT?

14 A. The detai 1ed cost estimates provi ded by Ebasco in conj uncti on with LP&L at

15 vari ous poi nts in time from the 1970 i ni ti al estimate to the fi nal cost

16 estimate in 1985 are shown in TB&A' s Exhibi t 111-17. As can be seen from

17 thi s schedul e, the Waterford 3 cost estima.tes were changed fourteen

18 different times above and beyond the ·initial or conceptual estimate. The

19 i niti al estimate when the project was announced in November 1970 was what

20 is referred to as an order of magnitude proposal estimate by Ebasco which

21 TB&A indicates was based upon Ebasco I s previous experience in the

22 industry • This estimate for the Waterford 3 project was $230 million for,

23 an 11 00 megawatt uni t. Thi s transl ates into an estimate of approximately

24 $209 per kilowatt of capacity investment· for the nuclear project.

~5
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deta·Aed project

Page 33

estimate was prepared by Ebasco and

2 supplied to LP&L in March 1973. Ebasco's estimate at this point was $445

3 million, which included a 14% contingency, and was based upon 58% of the

4 engi neeri ng bei ng compl eted. It appears that the 14% contingency

5 allowance was for capital cost estimates, quantity variances, design

6 refinement, pricing errors, craft labor performance and escalation.

7 Thus, the initial estimate of ,$230 million increased by approximately

8 93% based upon the preliminary project estimate which was more site

9 specific and contained much of the preliminary engineering work being

10 completed.

11 At page 111-36 of the TB&A report, the following is noted:

12

<1.3

14

15

16

"LP&L di d not authori ze Ebasco to perform a detai 1ed

estimate until after receipt of the CP. LP&L thought the

potenti al for extended del ays' in the anti trust proceedi ngs

created sufficient uncertainty to delay the estimate

preparation."

17 One must wonder how fruitful LP&L's position was given that a true

18 detailed cost estimate prepared in this time would be a good indicator of

19 whether the project shoul d go forward, or not, after the CP was granted.

20 This time could have been spent in analyzing the true costs of

21 constructing the Waterford 3 project and comparing them to other

22 alternatives. This is especially true in light of the antitrust

23 proceedings that were going on and the problems LP&L appeared to be having

24 with regard to the 1i censi ngof the Waterford project. Had not the

'5 Waterford 3 proj ect been granted alicense by the NRC, LP&L shoul d have
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fourteen-month slip in the commercial operation date.

Ebasco estimated a total project cost of $800 million based

on this schedu1 e."

Thus, we have LP&L using cost estimates which were known to be

out-of-date, based upon· schedule delays, and were low by a substantial

factor due to the fact that the schedule had slipped in excess of one year

in one case. Yet, LP&L insisted on using out-of-date information in

estimating the cost of the project.

been in a position to consider all least cost alternatives. At the same

page, TB&A goes on to note:

"LP&L requested Ebasco tcr· perform a detai 1ed estimate in

November 1974. An order of magnitude $710 million estimate

was developed in December (there was not sufficient lead

time to have detail ed backup) and approved by LP&L."

It is further noted that:

"Despite the fact that the schedule had been extended

fourteen months (although it hadn't been officially

approved until December 1975) LP&L again approved a $710

million estimate for Waterford 3 in October 1975. In

August 1975 internal LP&L memorandum had poi nted out that

the estimate was based on an out-of-date schedul e and on

01 d purchase orders whi ch hadn I t been updated to refl ect

new site need dates. The new construction schedule was
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reviewed with LP&L in December 1975. It showed a
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Rather than have Ebasco provide a detailed cost estimate which Ebasco

indicated to LP&L would cost approximately $100,000 to prepare a

definitive estimate .in~1976, LP&L found this prohibitive and used the

December 1975 estimate as the basis for its $815 million cost estimate

which was approved in September 1976 and again in 1977. A contingency of

14% for to-go costs was i ncl uded. It shoul d . be noted that the cost of

$100,000 for a new definitive estimate was equivalent to approximately

0.01% of the current overall cost estimate during that time period.

Q.. DOES THIS MEAN THAT LP&L NEVER HAD A DEFINITIVE COST ESTIMATE FOR THE

WATERFORD 3 PROJECT THAT WAS ACCURATE FROM ITS INITIAL ESTIMATE IN

NOVEMBER 1970 UNTIL AT LEAST JULY 1978?

A. Yes, that is correct. Based upon the TB&A report, LP&L never had a

definitive detailed cost estimate which took into consideration schedule

slips and delays for the period November 1970 until July 1978.

Q. HOW MUCH MONEY WAS EXPENDED ON THIS PROJECT WITHOUT A DEFINITIVE ESTIMATE

OF WHAT THE FINAL PROJECT WAS GOING TO COST DURING THIS EIGHT-YEAR PERIOD?

A. Approximately $600 million inclUding AFUDC was expended on the project

between 1970 and July 1978. Al so, based on the facts set forth in the

TB&A reports, the Company issued bonds, preferred stock and equity to

fi nance its Waterford 3 endeavor wi thout knowi ng the full cost and fully

knowing that tht estimates of cost that it was, in fact, relying on were

inaccurate and based upon out-of-date information, as well as knowing that

schedule slips had occurred, yet were ignored by LP&L. All LP&L knew in

1978 was that it· had spent approximately 2-1/2 times the initial $230

OPCPOD4-13-007354



Docket No. U-16945 Page 36

consi derati on with regard to cance11 i ng the Waterford 3 uni t because of

mi 11 i on estimate wi thout knowi ng how much it had to go as far as

completing the unit.

WHEN WAS THE FIRSfDEFINITIVE COST ESTIMATE MADE?

It appears that the fi rst defi niti ve cost estimate was issued in August,

1978. At page 111-37 of the TB&A report, the following is stated:

"Ebasco considered an estimate to be definitive when it was

done after the completion of piping detailed drawings. A

definitive estimate which was internally consistent was not

prepared and approved for Waterford until mi d-1978. LP&L

reviewed it in March 1978 and requested changes. Revisions

were made and a definitive estimate was issued in August

1978. The $1. 11 bi 11 i on estimate was based on a May 1981

fuel load date. The absence of an overall schedule that

included .the then-current eight-month schedule delay meant

that certain assumptions had to be made."

Once agai n, the fi rst defi niti ve estimate was made by Ebasco in August

1978, but it appears that an ei ght-month schedule del ay was not i ncl uded

in that estimate and, therefore, certain assumptions had to be made.

Thus, there is still no estimate made that incl udes all the impacts that

are going to occur with regard to the Waterford 3 construction project.

Another point that should be made is that the first definitive $1.1

billion estimate made in August 1978 was similar to the $1.1 billion cost

for each of the St. Rosalie units in 1975, which was cancelled because of
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its enormous cost. Yet, it does not appear that LP&L made any
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1 what appeared to be an increase from the conceptual estimate of

2 approximately.4.8 times.

3 Q. WHAT WERE'fB&A' S CONCLUSIONS WITH REGARD TO THESE COST ESTIMATES FOR THE

4 WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?

5 A. At page III-38 of the TB&A report, the following is stated:

6 "LP&L started construction with only a conceptual estimate

7 in, place, despite the fact that Ebasco was 50% complete

8 with engineering. TB&A finds this neither typical nor

9 reasonable. After Ebasco developed the detailed

10 preliminary estimate in 1975, LP&L did not authorize Ebasco

11 to do another one until 1978. LP&L maintained and approved

12 the same cost estimate at one point in this time frame

13 despite a significant schedule slip. These actions are

14 also unreasonable in TB&A's view. After 1978 the Waterford

15 3 cost estimating practices improved. LP&L began to make a

16 serious effort at developing its portion of the cost

17 estimates, and annual updates of the total estimates were

18 made which appropriately considered actual project

, 19 condi ti ons. The accuracy of LP&L' s porti on of the cost

20 estimates suffered, however, unti 1 1982 when it had

21 detailed plans of the total work required to do the job.

22 As discussed in Chapter VIII, Section B, TB&A did not find

23 a quantifi abl e impact associ ated wi th thi s area of

24 imprudence. " (Emphasi s added)

'5
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1 It appears that TB&A wou1 d agree that LP&L' s i nexperi ence and 1ack of care

2 with regard to a reasonably accurate cost estimate was imprudent on the

3 part of the Company. One can also conclude that LP&L did not truly have

4 ,any idea what the total project cost would be given its lack of a detailed

5 cost estimating until 1982. Therefore, the Company expended approximately

6 $1. 8 bi 11 i on over a l2-year peri od before it endeavored to seri ously

7 Idevelop a detailed cost estimate of the total project cost. It should be

8 noted that LP&L fi nally took the cost estimati ng process seri ously at a

9 point in time when the project costs were approximately $1.6 billion more

10 than the total project was supposed to cost initially.

11 Q. TB&A CONCLUDES THAT THERE IS NO QUANTIFIABLE IMPACT RELATED TO THIS

12 IMPRUDENCE ON LP&L'S PART. DO YOU AGREE?

13 A. No, I do not. LP&L' s imprudence 1ed to many problems wi th regard to the

14 'Waterford 3 project. First, given that there were no detailed cost

15 estimates or attempts made to develop a detailed cost estimate for the

16 maj ori ty of the Waterford 3 constructi on peri od, there was no basi s for

17 LP&L to ever concl ude duri ng thi s project throughout the 1970' s whether

18 LP&L's Waterford 3 was an economically viable alternative to other sources

19 of generation such as coal. In other words, to do a least cost life cycle

20 analysis or any other type of analysis, one would have to have some idea

21 of what the investment cost for the nuclear alternative. For example,

22 LP&L claims when it realized what St. Rosalie was going to cost, it

23 immediately cancelled the unit. Further, even when it did authorize cost

24 estimates, it still chose to ignore or try to adjust for known schedule

,5 sl i ps which woul d negate the accuracy and, thus the dependabi 1i ty, of any
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1 cost estimate developed. LP&L, as is obvious from the above. had no idea

2 what the cost for the Waterford 3 project would be given that they did not

3 attempt to do a detailed cost analysis which considered all known

4 circumstances. As can be seen on Exhibit III-4l. pages 1 through 6, of

5 the TB&A report, TB&A rel i es upon numerous studi es that were done to

6 justify the continued construction of the Waterford 3 project. Many of

7 these studies were LP&L site specific studies with regard to the Waterford

8 3 project versus coal. None of these studies can be considered reasonable

9 or accurate gi ven the fact that LP&L di d not have a reasonabl e cost

'- 10 estimate for the capital investment for Waterford 3. Therefore. it must

16
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l
11 be concl uded that LP&L I S imprudence wi th regard to the cost estimati ng

12 process 1ed to provi di ng mi sl eadi ng i nfonnati on wi th regard to the

13 continuing economic justification studies.

14 Q. WHAT OTHER PROBLEMS HAS LP&L' S IMPRUDENCE WITH REGARD TO COST ESTIMATING

15 LED TO WITH REGARD TO THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?

A. A major area of concern would be with regard to the financing of the

p,roject. As TB&A has concl uded in this report, and as I will discuss

later, the financing of the project requires the knowledge of how much the

project will cost and when specific amounts are required so that a

detennination of the financing needs can be made. Clearly, the Waterford

3 project was estimated to be a large and costly project i.e.• larger than

any other endeavor undertaken by LP&L. Given the above, for the financing

department to truly budget, project and estimate timing of financings, the

availability of funds. etc., one would need a detailed cost estimate or

some idea of what this project was going to cost the Company, and
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1 ultimately the ratepayers. Given that the financing department was never

2 provided accurate or reliable cost estimates, because of the cost

.~ 3 estimati ng imprudence, the fi nanci ng endeavor was troubl ed. For exampl e,

4 as is noted later in this testimony, there was a slow-down in the project

5 by 1ayi ng off 15% of the workers on the Waterford 3 proj ect due to

6 financing problems in the 1977 period. Thus, just two years after initial

7 construction started on the project, a financing problem occurred. Had

8 the finance department been able to plan and project. based upon a

9 detailed cost estimate, the Company would have known whether it could have

10 financed this project on a timely basis. Beyond that, a reasonable

11 detailed cost estimate would have provided the finance department guidance

12 with regard to the timing and extent of financing needed in the 1977
r

13 period. Further, there was an additional financing problem in 1980. It

14 is important to note that these cost estimates di d not 1ead to avoi di ng

15 these financing delays, but rather, possibly caused these financing

16 delays. These factors must be taken into consideration when one is

17 determining a quantifiable impact of imprudence.

18 In summary, it appears that TB&A has totally ignored the impact of

19 the imprudent cost estimates of the Company and, as a matter of fact, is

20 contradicting itself by relying upon the studies shown in Exhibit II1-41

21 as well as not finding any imprudence with regard to the financing

22 delays. These imprudent cost estimates found by TB&A and clearly shown.in

23

24

'5

the data are quantifiable and did have a major impact on the cost of the

Waterford 3 project. The quantification of this impact will be discussed

later in my testimony when I discuss the financing delays.
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1 SECTION VI

2 BUDGETING AND FINANCING-FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

3 Q. DOES TB&A ADDRESS THE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT OF THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT IN

4 ITS RETROSPECTIVE, REVIEW?

5 A. On a limited basis, TB&A addresses the financial management surrounding

6 the Waterford 3 project. Consi derabl e di scussi on in the TB&A report on

7 this topic is devoted to the current financial status i.e., the position

8 LP&L found itself in after the commercial operation of the Waterford 3

9 plant. At page 111-46, TB&A notes the following:

10 "LP&L's construction program dominated its planning and

11 budgeting activities since the mid-1970's. The Waterford 3

12 project developed its own budgeting process. which'resulted

L3 in a Waterford 3 budget and estimate that would be included

14 in the constructi on budget. Based primarily on the 1evel

15 of Waterford 3 expenditures, the Waterford 3 project budget

16 was not treated 1ike those of other construction projects.

17 Rather, the constructi on budget group. under the treasurer,

18 accepted compl eted Waterford 3 bUdgets and estimates from

19 the project management, and di d not make Waterford 3 part

20 of the interim prioritization process. The rationale

21 behind this practice was that Waterford 3 was a needed

22 generati ng facil i ty and that the fi nance group 1acked the

23 necessary expertise to question such expenditures. While

24 we would not expect the finance group to dupl icate the

5 project management group's expertise in estimating, TB&A
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does expect it to be aware of the aggressiveness of

schedul es and estimates and to pl an accordi ngly. "

(Emphasis added)

TB&A is essentially stating that the finance group should have been

aware of schedul es as well as the true cost estimates for Waterford 3 so

that it could plan and manage the financing of this major project. Not

only were the schedules sl ips apparently not made known, but al so the

ultimate cost of the proj ect was not even known. Therefore, fi nanci al

management became impossible. At page 111-47, TB&A notes the following:

. "In 1ate 1977 LP&L reduced the number of construction

workers employed on the Waterford 3 project by 15%, which

the Company contended was due to inadequate rate rel i ef.

The project was 36% complete at the time."

Thus, just two years after the ·construction actually started on· the

Waterford 3 project, financing delays and problems were already

occurring. This should have been a clear signal to LP&L management of the

problems to come. TB&A also notes:

"In May 1980 LP&L slowed construction activity on the

facility. Anticipated delays in obtaining an operating

license, along with financial difficulties, were sited as

the reasons. The construction workforce was reduced from

3,000 to 2,000."

Once again, shortly after the previous financing delay other financing

problems were still arising. The question of whether LP&L could truly
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afford to finance this project relative to other alternatives should have

been asked, but it appears to have been ignored. TB&A al so notes:

"Each of these delays was accompanied by fairly extensive

cutback studi es, whi ch di scussed and analyzed the opti ons

available to project management. Basically, the LP&L

strategy represented an attempt to maintain the project's

critical path schedule."

TB&A appears not to have exami ned the effect or impact of these

cutbacks in the labor force, and the impact on direct cost of the

project. Nor has TB&A addressed the issue of the poor cost estimates and

its possible impact on the financing problems that occurred in 1977 and

1978, in terms of quantification of imprudence.

Q. DOES TB&A REACH ANY DEFINITIVE CONCLUSION WITH REGARD TO THE FINANCING OF

THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?

A. At page III-51, TB&A concludes the following:

"In the project finance area, LP&L reacted to financing

difficulties adequately (for example, the 1985 cash crisis

was dealt with adequately), but should have been more

proactive in planning. The financial planners should have

become more famil i ar with the factors driving Waterford 3

estimates and performed conti ngency pl anni ng based on the

probability of increase in cost. They should also have

calculated the consequences of the 1980 Waterford 3 project

deferral studies on future LP&L revenue requirements, based

on a proactive interaction with the Waterford 3 project."
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Fi rst, wi th regard to LP&L reacti ng adequately to the 1985 cash

crisis as mentioned by TB&A above, TB&A should have addressed the cash

crisis which was occurring while construction was going on and not after

corrrnercial operation of the unit. In fact, during cross examination TB&A

witnesses stated that they were not concerned nor was thi s retrospecti ve

review dealing with the time period after the corrrnercial operation of

Waterford 3. Thus, the TB&A analysi s shoul d have done more in-depth

analysis of the 1977 and 1980 financing delays. Second, with regard to

the 1980 Waterford 3 project deferral, TB&A believes that LP&L should have

calcul ated the consequences of the impact of thi s deferral on future

revenue requirements. It is obvi ous from thi s statement that TB&A, in

fact, agrees that the deferral of the project in 1980 due to the financing

has caused the cost of the Waterford 3 project to increase. Future

revenue requirements will be higher due to the 1980 financial crisis and

resulting slowdown on the construction of the project. Yet, TB&A does not

take this into consideration, but rather one must assume that TB&A

believes that LP&L ratepayers should pay higher revenue requirements

because of poor pl anning on the part of LP&L. Lastly. at page III-51,

TB&A states the following:

"The 1ack of written bUdgeti ng pol i ci es, the absence of

responsi bi 1ity accounti ng, and occasi onal poor regul atory

relations all represent management control problems. The

. presence of management control probl ems does not in itsel f

cause cost esca1ati ons, although the ri sk of such

escalations increases."
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While TB&A believes the risk of these escalations may, in fact, be

increasing, they do not address the problem of whether, in fact, cost

escalations did increase.TB&A appears to have not made any' attempt to .~

determine whether the cost· escalations occurred, resulting in higher

revenue requi rements for ratepayers on the Waterford project. Thi s is

parti cul arly hard to understand gi ven that TB&A was aware of the 14 cost

estimate changes and the signifi~ant compounded cost increases over the'

duration of the project. Moreover, TB&A did not need to know that there

were 14 cost estimate changes over the life of the project in order to

real i ze that at almost any stage of the proj ect the budgeti ng and fi nance

management of LP&L was not acting appropriately, which was resulting in

additional cost impact to the cost of Waterford 3.
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the time frame it took in months for various utilities to receive their

receive its construction permit.

juni or, it used contractors as necessary to provi de both

A. At page IV-6 of the TB&A report, it is stated:

Schedule (DJL-4) showstime frame as Waterford. For example. Exhibit

LP&L took the lead with the AEC/NRC throughout the

proj ect. Al though the LP&L staff was 1ean, and sometimes

"TB&A expects an adequate util ity 1i censi ng organi zati on to

have a staff of suffi ci ent si ze and experi ence to provi de

the interface between the NRC and the project and to

provide a timely and cost effective interpretation of both

existing and proposed regulations governing the project.

construction permit from NRC. As can be seen, the average time it took

for most utilities was well below the 50-month period it took Waterford to

-
granting of the CP to Waterford was well beyond the time period it took

other utilities to get a CP for their nuclear plants announced in the same

SECTION VII

LICENSING

Q. HAVE YOU REVIEWED THE TB&A REPORT WITH REGARD TO LICENSING ISSUES FOR THE

WATERFORD PROJECT?

A. Yes, I have. One of the major delays in the Waterford 3 project was the

issuance of the construction permit (CP). LP&L appl ied for its CP in

December 1970 and recei ved th-e CP from the NRC on November 14, 1974. The

Q. WHAT WERE TB&A'S CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE STAFFING FOR PURPOSES OF

LICENSING?
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depth and breadth. Based on a revi ew of the number of

staff and their combined experience, TB&A concl udes that

the 1i censi ng staffi ng was adequate. LP&L interpreted and

communicated regulatory requirements to engineering and

construction in a timely manner. Though LP&L utilized the

experti se of outsi de contractors and consul tants to

interpret and meet regulatory requirements, overall

responsibility remained with LP&L."

It appears that the LP&L's lean staffing required a reliance on

Ebasco and Combusti on Engi neeri ng to prepare most of the secti ons of the

PSAR and ER. Ebasco and Combustion Engineering had responsibility for the

technical content of these sections and simil ar responsi bil ity for the

technical content of responses to AEC requests for information. It should

also be noted that the first round of questions from~ the AEC were

submitted on June 29, 1971. Over the next year LP&L responded to

approximately 400 AEC questions in 15 different PSAR amendments. TB&A

noted that the responses were generally submitted within one or two months

of the AEC questions. TB&A al so notes at page IV-7 that errors in the

seventh PSAR amendment prompted LP&L to admoni sh Ebasco to make the PSAR

"1 etter perfect". LP&L requested Ebasco to provi de a procedure outl i ni ng

what Ebasco would do to review amendments.

Thus, it appears that errors on the part of the contractor, Ebasco,

resulted in problems with dealing with the AEC.
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1 Q. IS THERE OTHER EVIDENCE IN'THE RECORD THAT WOULD INDICATE THAT LP&L

2 MANAGEMENT HAD SUBSTANTIAL PROBLEMS WITH THE ACTIONS OF EBASCO BEFORE THE

3 ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION CONCERNING LICENSING ISSUES? ~

4 A. Yes, there is. In a December 1973 memo to the file from a Mr. D. 8.

5 Lester of LP&L, it is stated that on the Waterford 3 project, Ebasco top

6 management participation in major policy licensing and engineering matters

7 has not been satisfactory. Further, it is stated:

8

9

10

11

~_ 12
i
,

u'-1-3

"Ebasco rel ati ons with the AEC staff has frequently been

stra i ned wi th the AEC feel i ng that Ebasco is often bei ng

unnecessarily difficult."

Therefore, the LP&L lean staff resulted in reliance on its

architect-engineer for assistance in licensing of the project. But,

Ebasco assistance led to strained relationships with the AEC over the

14 licensing of this project. Clearly, this, in fact, may be one of the

15 delays that caused the Waterford 3 not to get its CP in a period that

16 extended over 50 months. It should be noted that the TB&A report does not

17 indicate any evidence of the strained relationship between Ebasco and the

- 18 AEC. Further, TB&A di d not i ndi cate whether or not the need for 400

i 19 questions and 15 PSAR adjustments were either reasonable and/or normal

20 events. This lack of information pertaining to this area is puzzling when

21 one consi ders that it generally took one or two months to respond to each

22 series of questi ons associ ated wi th 15 PSAR amendments. It can only be

23 assumed that TB&A di d not even look into thi s factor wi th rega rd to the

24 retrospecti ve revi ew.

5
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intervenors access to future nucl ear uni ts to be constructed by LP&L.

Foll owi ng that concessi on, LP&L announced two addi ti onal nucl ear uni ts

which would be considered "future units" under that commitment in the

license conditions. It should also be noted that LP&L also added a

commitment to offer transmission service within certain limitations; LP&L

had not previously made such a commitment.

In March 1974 LP&L announced the construction of the two St. Rosal ie

nuclear units which were, as referred to earlier, the future units

committed to in the license conditions for LP&L's Waterford 3 unit. These

units were to be available for participation by various intervenors in

terms of ownership shares. Finally, on. November 14, 1974, the CP was

TB&A refers to what it calls the second phase of the antitrust

proceedings being initiated by the Department of Justice in and around

August 1972 whereby petitions to intervene on antitrust matters were

filed. As a result of the published notice, intervenors referred to as

Cities, Dowell Chemical Company, Louisiana Municipal Association Utilities

Group, and Louisiana Electric Cooperative Inc. filed petitions to

intervene. The Cities were seeking access to the Waterford 3 unit and the

use of LP&L's transmission lines for wheeling. It should be noted that

the use of the LP&L transmi ssi on 1i nes was a key matter of negoti ati on

between the Department of Justice and LP&L. It was concluded by the early

1974 time period that the solution to these matters would be necessary for

a final resolution to permanent 1icense conditions on Waterford 3. The

AEC staff provided a set of conditions which were agreed upon by all
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These 1icense conditions provided the
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1975.

It appears that LP&L went through a protracted negotiation with

vari ous intervenors concerni ng license conditi ons surroundi ng the

issued to LP&L. The NRC 1ater made certain changes to the CP; these

LP&L found that theas noted· above,Further,uni t.the

constructi on of the Waterford 3 p1 ant. It further appears that vari ous

intervenors wanted the right to buy into the nuclear unit as well as

rights to the use of transmission facilities for wheeling purposes. LP&L

ultimately conceded on these 1icense conditions in many respects, and

there is seri ous questi on as to whether the time spent in the anti trust

litigation was well founded given the cost associated with the delay in

changes were intended to c1 arify the conditions under whi ch joi nt

ownership in a nuclear plant must be offered to other entities by LP&L.

The changes were incorporated as Amendment No. 1 to the CP on February 25,

architect-engineer, Ebasco, participation in the CP resulted in strained

relationships between the AEC and Ebasco. No detennination was made by

TB&A to determine whether the strained relationships resulted in the

extension of the protracted litigation surrounding the procurement of the

CP. Gi ven the above and the fact that the average CP for a util i ty took

approximately 40 months, it is Il\Y opinion that the unit was delayed by at

least 10 months by the combination of Ebasco's strained relationship with

the AEC which was unnecessary, and further, by LP&L's defensive antitrust

posi ti on in which it ultimately gave into the intervenors concerni ng

ownership shares and wheeling rights. Had LP&L pursued a philosophy of

significant staffing with regard to the licensing of the project, the
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1icensi ng process may have been shortened by at least 10 months. The

quantification of this 10-month delay is shown under the quantification

A. It appears that one month after LP&L made its concessi ons wi th regard to

these license conditions it, in fact, announced the construction of the

St. Rosal i e proj ect. These appear to be the future uni ts which woul d be

satisfy the intervenors with regard to license conditions and the

availability to buy into a future nuclear power unit, it is very unusual

that no study was every done with regard to the economics of cancelling

these units. Furthermore, if LP&L's position is correct that the

Q. YOU STATED ABOVE THAT LP&L MADE CONCESSIONS AND PROVIDED THE INTERVENORS,

SUCH AS THE MUNICIPALS AND COOPERATIVE SYSTEMS, ACCESS TO FUTURE NUCLEAR

UNITS TO BE CONSTRUCTED BY LP&L. WERE THESE THE S1. ROSALIE UNITS THAT

WERE ANNOUNCED ONE MONTH AFTER THESE CONCESSIONS WERE MADE WITH REGARD TO

LICENSE CONDITIONS?

.""'"section of my testimony.

eligible for participation with regard to ownership shares. Also, as

stated earlier, LP&L turned around and cancelled these units in its

announcement made June 25, 1975. Thus, some 15 months after the initial

announcement of these units, LP&L turned around and cancell ed these same

units that would be eligible for ownership rights by various intervenors.

Also, as stated earlier, LP&L claims the reason for cancellation was an

approximate doubl i ng of the cost of these uni ts from $1.2 bi 11 i on to $2.3

billion, and the inability of LP&L to finance the higher costs was the

principle reason for the action taken by LP&L. While there is no evidence

to indicate that LP&L announced the deci si on to construct these uni ts to
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continuing construction of Waterford 3 was justified throughout the

1970' s, then one woul d have to ask the questi on why these nucl ear uni ts

were not picked up and buHt by some other entity on the MSU system given

that the economics of nuclear were preferable to coal, gas or any other

type of generation.

Also, it should be noted that TB&A accepted the concept that economic

to-go analyses specific ,to Waterford No.3 were not required since nuclear

constructi on conti nuati on coul d be impl i ed by other studi es. The

cancellation of the St. Rosalie units would imply that either TB&A was

wrong in its conclusion, or LP&L was playing a shell game with its

antitrust intervenors.

OPCPOD4-13-007371



Docket No. U-16945 Page 53

1 SECTION VIII

2 STANDARDS FOR UNIT CANCELLATION

3 Q. DOES LP&L AND/OR MSU HAVE ANY STANDARDS OR GUIDELINES WHICH ARE FOLLOWED

4 TO DETERMINE CONTINUED JUSTIFICATION, CANCELLATION, OR THE CONVERSION OF A

5 PARTIALLY COMPLETED UNIT TO AN ALTERNATIVE FUEL SOURCE?

6 A. The Company has provided no record evidence that any studies are ever done

7 with regard to the cance" ation of projects. This is a very important

8 issue with regard to the continued construction of Waterford 3 i.e.,

9' shoul d the constructi on of Waterford 3 have gone on throughout the 1970 's

10 when it became apparent that Waterford 3 cost estimates were increasing at

11 a rapid rate and its commercial operation schedules were being extended.

12 Jefferson Pari sh has sent a number of data requests to LP&L aski ng

~-.L3 for the criteria and/or guidelines and/or studies related to the

14 cancellation of specific units, in particular, Grand Gulf 2 and the St.

15 Rosalie project. With regard to the Grand Gulf project, LP&L was asked

16 for the current status of the nucl ear generating stati on, a copy of a"

17 guidelines and assumptions made or establ ished by LP&L or MSU for the

, 18 Grand Gulf 2 task force which are to be utilized in the determination of

19 whether to continue construction or cancel Grand Gulf 2. The Company was

20 also asked to explain in detail the types of studies and investigations

21 made or to be made before a determination will be made with respect to the

22 continued construction or cancellation of Grand Gulf 2, and to provide a

23 copy of those documents to Jefferson Parish so that it may, in effect,

24 evaluate the types of guidelines and criteria LP&L or MSU relies upon in

5 detenni ni ng the conti nued economic justifi cati on of constructi on of any
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project. In response to these data requests which are incl uded in IllY

testimony as Exhibit (Schedule DJL-5), the Company has stated:

"LP&L objects to data request no. 8 for the reason that the

status of Grand Gulf 2 is not a matter within the

juris"diction of the LPSC, and no element of LP&L's rate

application is related in any way to Grand Gulf 2.

Morever. LP&L has no authority over reports prepared by

Middle South Utilities, Inc."

With regard to LP&L's response, it is apparent from these data

requests that the Jefferson Parish is requesting the gUidelines used

and/or relied upon by LP&L and/or MSU with regard to cancellation. LP&L.

in fact, refuses to provide such guidelines. Furthermore. LP&L states

that it has no authority over reports prepared by MSU, but with regard to

continuing economic justification studies, LP&L has, in fact, provided MSU

reports on this matter where LP&L feels it benefits its position.

With regard to the St. Rosalie project, LP&L has provided no

cancellation study that was used as a basis to cancel the St. Rosalie

project. Further. LP&L uses the same argument that it has no authority

over the MSU documents. Again, LP&L rel ied upon MSU documents to show

that the continued construction of Waterford 3 was sound, yet when

documents may question LP&L's decisions, they fail to provide them.

LP&L provided no basis for the cancellation of St. Rosalie other than

a news release that was provided to the public on June 25, 1975. LP&L

President E. A. Rodrique, in June 1975, stated that the doubling of the

cost of construction of St. Rosalie from $1.2 billion to approximately
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$2.3 bill i on, and the i nabil ity of LP&L to fi nance thi s hi gher cost, were

the principle reasons for the actions taken i.e., cancellation. Beyond

the news releases supplied by LP&L, no studies were ever provided with

regard to the cancellation of St. Rosalie. The news release is contained

in my Exhibit __' Schedule (DJL-61. Further, TB&A indicated under

cross-examination at the November hearings that they too asked for

documents rel ated to the St. Rosal i e cancel 1ati on, and none were

provided. TB&A found thi s to be unusual, however chose not to pursue the

topic any further. As earlier discussed in this testimony, the decision

to construct and then subsequently cancel the St. Rosalie units may, in

fact, be tied to the licensi ng conditions on the Waterford unit rather

than a doubling of the cost estimate.

In summary, LP&L and MSU either have no guidelines or bases which are

regularly followed to determine when and if to cancel a project, or they

absolutely refuse to provide such guidelines to this Commission. Clearly,

such gUidelines, assumptions; criteria and policies are very important

when a system is building large units and making large investments. Any

utility system must have some basis for detennining the economics of the

continued construction of an investment to protect ratepayers. One cannot

continually rely on a mentality that all costs incurred can, in fact, be

passed on to ratepayers whether they are economically vi abl e investments

or not. Clearly, companies must have guidelines and policies which

protect not only their stockholders, but also, ultimately, the ratepayers

i.e., the ultimate party that must pay all prudently incurred costs.
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SECTION IX

OUTSIDE AUDITS OF THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT FOR LP&L

Q._ HAVE YOU REVIEWED THE AUDITS THAT WERE REQUESTED BY LP&L WITH REGARD TO

THEIR WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?

A. Yes, I have reviewed some of the audits. The first such audit I have

reviewed is what is referred to as the Management Analysis Company ("MAC")

Audit for' the Waterford 3 Project, dated September 21, 1977. LP&L I S

assignment to MAC was to provide an evaluation and audit of the Waterford

3 project including an assessment of the possibilities of the schedule

being met and of staying within the cost estimate. Further, in performing

the evaluation and audit, MAC was to identify problems which could

criti cally impact the Waterford 3 proj ect, and make a subj ecti ve analysi s

of the schedule and cost of the project.

.Q. EARLIER IN YOUR TESTIMONY YOU INDICATED THAT MR. CAIN FELT LP&L WAS BEING

UNFAIRLY CRITICIZED FDR ITS LEAN STAFFING PHILOSOPHY WITH REGARD TO THE

WATERFORD 3 PROJECT. DID MAC ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF LEAN STAFFING IN ITS

1977 AUDIT OF THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?

A. Yes, it did, and MAC was very critical of the LP&L position with regard to

staffing and its lean staffing philosophy. For example, at page 2 of the

audit MAC concludes the following:

"The long-held policy of Louisiana Power & Light has been

to conduct their business related to engineering,.

construction, and operation of power plants by utilizing a

very "lean" in-house organization with almost total

reliance on the architect-engineer for engineering and
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construction. and heavy use of consultants and outside

service organizations during plant operations. This policy

of "lean-ness" and almost total reliance on the A-E is, in

MAC's opi ni on. one of the basi c root causes of many of the

problems associated with Waterford 3. (Emphasis added)

Further. at page 4 of the MAC report it is stated:

"Al though the project organi zati on is made up of extremely

capable and dedicated individuals. it is too "lean" and

functions in a rather unstructured manner making it almost

Page 57
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impossible to perform effectively."

At page 5 of the MAC report under the heading of staffing. the conclusion

is as follows:

"The existing LP&L project and site organization are

lacking in numbers and in commercial nuclear plant

experi ence necessary to effectively moni tor and control the

Waterford 3 project."

LP&L. in 1979. again hired MAC to do a construction monitoring audit

18 on the Waterford 3 project. The 1979 MAC report, at page 1. indicates the

19 following:

20 "LP&L is monitoring the construction of Waterford 3 nuclear

21

22

23

24

project with four engineers and one technician. MAC is not

aware of any other nuclear project in this country wherein

construction is being monitored by few as owner

individuals." JEmphasis added)

~ At page 2 of this audit. MAC states the following:

OPCPOD4-13-007376



Docket No. U-16945 Page 58

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

_3

14

15

, 16

17

""' 18

19

20

21

22

23

24

5

"In spite of these traits, these personnel cannot, in MAC's

opinion, adeguately cover those facets of construction

monitoring that should be covered to ensure LP&L is

receiving appropriate performance for the dollars being

expended." (Emphasis added)

In summary. not only is the TB&A report critical of LP&L's philosophy

of 1ean-ness wi th regard to constructi on moni tori ng of the Waterford 3

proj ect, but LP&L I S own consul tants as far back as 1977 told the Company

that its policy of lean-ness was inadequate. It appears that LP&L did not

listen to its consultant's 1977 report, as I indicated above, the

consul tant 's 1979 report conti nued to note that LP&L was defi cient in its

construction monitoring of the Waterford 3 project.

Q. IS MAC CRITICAL OF LP&L AND EBASCO IN OTHER AREAS WITH REGARD TO THE

CONSTRUCTION OF THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?

A. Yes, MAC in both 1977 and 1979 was very critical of LP&L and Ebasco with

regard to thei r partici pati on in the Waterford 3 project. The basi c

thrust of both of MAC I s 1977 and 1979 audits is that LP&L di d not have

sufficient staff and/or expertise to fully monitor the project and, in

particular, Ebasco, the contractor. After the 1977 MAC report, LP&L

then-president Wyatt wrote a letter to Ebasco indicating his concern with

regard to the MAC findings.

Q. DID TB&A ADDRESS THESE AUDITS IN ITS OWN STUDY OF THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?

A. Yes, TB&A mentioned the studies, but it does not appear that TB&A reviewed

the lean philosophy of LP&L with regard to staffing and, in particular,
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its impacts on the costs associ ated wi th Waterford 3. At page II I -20,

TB&A states:

"As far as owner-directed audits, TB&A felt that LP&L acted

responsibly and in a timely manner by bringing in a third

party auditor in 1977. This action was taken early in

construction at a time when problems were beginning to
-

surface. TB&A consi dered thi s one of the strongest

exampl es of LP&L' s control of Ebasco. However, LP&L di d

not respond ina timely manner to cri tici sm of its own

level of involvement and staffing." (Emphasis added)

While TB&A felt LP&L acted responsibly in getting management audits

performed on the Waterford project, nonetheless TB&A did not find any

imprUdence or increased cost due to LP&L's lack of response to the points

brought out in the audi ts. Further, TB&A found no quantifi abl e impact

associated with such low staffing levels i.e., the lean staffing

philosophy.

In the LILCO case with regard to the Shoreham project in which TB&A

participated in the imprudence study with others, TB&A has alleged that

they have found $1.5 bi 11 i on of imprudence on that proj ect because of

factors which include the lack of project management. One of the findings

of the New York Public Service Commission, RE Long Island Lighting

Company, Case 27563, Opinion No. 85-23, dated November 16, 1985, was with

regard to project management. At page 271 it is stated:
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enable it to monitor, measure, and control cost and

that prudence required that LILCO make adequate and timely

provisions for basic organizational requirements. The

"the tenn, "project management," as it has been used in

staff

minimum

assigning

fundamental,

and

torefers

difficulties;

proceedi ng,

rectifying such

this

rationally so that each task may be entrusted to a

reasonabl e number of suitably experi enced personnel. We

find that the project management is of critical importance

for a construction project of the magnitude of Shoreham and

which responsibil ities of control and supervi sion are

clearly defi ned and assi gned; establ i shment of systems

requirements such as comprehensive and detailed pl anni ng

for the project; creation of an organizational structure in

-
whereby i nfonnati on about schedul e and budget probl ems can

be transmitted promptly to the parties responsible for

judges concluded that despite the obvious importance of

effecti ve proj ect management as a prerequi site for orderly

progress at Shoreham; "LILCO fail ed to develop a proj ect

pl an adequate to oversee (Stone & Webster IS) management of

the project, to identify roles and responsibilities, to

develop accurate and timely reporti ng systems whi ch woul d

scheduling, to adequately staff monitoring groups, or to

adequately prepare for its accritical owner oversight rule."
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It does not appear that TB&A truly challenged LP&L as to its owner

oversight role with regard to Ebasco in the Waterford 3 project, while

TB&A or others did challenge L1LCO with regard to a similar issue.

Furthermore, evidence shown in the MAC reports referred to earlier clearly

indicates a substantial problem was occurring in 1977 and that problem had

not been recti fi ed by LP&L as can be seen in the second MAC study done in
-

1979. It appears that TB&A has made no effort to truly estimate and

determi ne whether costs were excessi ve due to LP&L' s 1imi ted oversi ght

role. At page 111-17 of the TB&A report, it is concluded:

"From a top management perspective, TB&A was impressed by

the level of involvement of LP&L's senior management. From

the Board of Directors to the President to a Senior Officer

and to a responsible Department Head, Waterford 3 was

14 subject to a hi gh 1evel of scruti ny. Thi s acti ve

15
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participation by the. upper management of LP&L was a key

i ngredi ent that made LP&L I s 1ean staffi ng as effecti ve as

it was."

Furthermore, at page 111-16 of the TB&A report, it is stated:

"It was not a routi ne practice to present a formal proj ect

status report to the Board duri ng thi s time frame.

Although not recorded in the minutes, past LP&L presidents

Mr. Rodrique and Mr. Wyatt recall during TB&A interviews

that on numerous occasi ons they gave the Board i nforma1

updates on Waterford 3 status. Beginning in September

1980, LP&L senior management initiated such a practice.
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From 1980 through cOl1ll1ercial operation in 1985, the Board

was gi ven a formal status report on Waterford 3 at nearly

every meeti ng. These reports were essenti ally a condensed

versi on of the monthly status report prepared by Ebasco and

LP&L. "

Page 6'2

It is very interesting to see that TB&A concl uded that such reports

were provided to the Board of Directors when, during Mr. Cain's testimony

of November 19, 1986, Mr. Cain indicated that he was not aware of any such

studi es or reports bei ng provi ded to the Board. In parti cul a r, at page

263 of the transcripts, Mr. Cain is asked the question:

Question:

"Was there ever a study of the prudence and the feasi bil i ty

of going forward with Waterford 3 at any time during the

construction path of the facility that approached the study

in terms of breadth and expense?

Answer:

I don't know, sir, whether or not any such (inaudible

coughi ng) was ever conducted in the past that approached

the scope an breadth of the Theodore Barry study."

Furthermore, when Mr. Cai n was asked about the costs associ ated wi th the

construction project, for example, at page 264 of the transcripts:

Questi on:

"Do you know what the sunk costs were at any point along

the line of the construction of this project?
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Answer:

From 1983 on. II

At page 265 of the transcripts; Mr. Cain states:

"I've already shared with you where my curiosity started

which was 1983. Now, if you want to infer something else,

go ahead and infer it and on what basi s. II

And also at page 266 of the transcripts, Mr. Cain was asked the question:

Question:

"OK, going beyond the original decision,. what about any

second looks at the feasibility of constructing Waterford 3

throughout the construction process?

Answer:

I'm only competent to testify to what happened after 1983

and there were no such studi es done after 1983. II

These excerpts from the cross-examination of LP&L Presi dent Cain are

very interesting. Mr. Cain appears to be taking the position that he only

knew about Waterford 3 from 1983 forward, and 1983 is the date at which

Mr. Cain became president of LP&L. But, as I noted earlier, TB&A

concl udes that top management from the Board of Directors on down were

kept well informed and involved in the Waterford 3 project. The

interesting point to note is that one of the Board of Directors of LP&L

from 1978 until the present was, in fact, Mr. James Cain. Therefore, if

Mr. Cain who has testified under oath c1 aims he knows nothing about the

Waterford 3 project details from the period 1978 to 1983 when he was, in

fact, one of the Board of Directors of LP&L, it is difficult to infer how
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the Board of Directors knew what was going on at the Waterford 3 project.

Ei ther Mr. Cai n is supplyi ng fal se i nfonnati Dn tD thi s C0I1I1Ii ssi Dn, or Mr.

Cai n never attended BDard meeti ngs nDr pi cked up Board minutes in the

period 1978 tD 1983. Dr lastly, the Board of DirectDrs were, in fact, nDt

kept i nfonned of the Waterford 3 prDject. TherefDre, TB&A' s concl usi on

that the Board i. e., top management Df LP&L, was i nfonned and on top of

the decisi Dns surrDundfng the WaterfDrd 3 prDject and its conti nued

cDnstruction may be sDmewhat erroneous.

In surrmary, nDt Dnly did LP&L have a lean oversight rDle with regard

tD staff, but also there is evidence that tDp management which TB&A relies

upon fDr effecti ve Dversi ght was nDt Dverseei ng the prDject. C1 early,

TB&A's conc1usiDn that:

"this active participatiDn by the upper management of LP&L

was a key ingredient that made LP&L's lean staffing· as

effective as it was."

is subject tD a great amDunt Df dDubt when Dne examines the participatiDn

Df the Board Df Directors. It wDu1d appear that the pDssibility exists

that there was, in fact, nD true oversi ghtas the MAC report indicates,

and TB&A's cDnclusiDns are invalid, and further, there may, in fact, be

CDSt increases due tD thi s imprudence on the part Df LP&L. At thi s time,

I have no way Df documenti ng the CDSt increases that may, in fact, have

Dccurred due to LP&L I slack of oversi ght, and it wDul d be IllY suggesti Dn

that this CDmmission review this issue prior to making a final decision Dn

the Waterford 3 prudence.
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SECTION X

QUANTIFICATION OF IMPRUDENCE

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO TB&A'S CALCULATION OF THE

QUANTIFICATION OF IMPRUDENCE?

A. Yes, I have a number of comments wi th regard to TB&A I S approach to the

quantification of imprudence. First, with regard to TB&A's approach i.e.,

the AFUDC method-, I be1i eve that such a method. 1eaves some costs

unquantified. Also, if the AFUDC method employed by TB&A in its

retrospective review is to be relied upon, one must capture all the costs

so as to make the approach reasonable.

Q. WHY 00 YOU BELIEVE THE AFUOC METHOD EMPLOYEO BY TB&A IS NOT AN EXACT

METHOD?

A. TB&A itself admits the the AFUDC method it employed is not an exact

method. For example, at page VIII-B, TB&A states the following:

liThe AFUDC method is an approximate method. In order to

perform a more rigorous and accurate calculation,

significant additional detail would be required." After a

specific delay in the project's critical path were

i dentifi ed, every task performed after the begi nni ng of

each delay would have to be analyzed to determine if it was

del ayed and whether or not it was on the cri tical path.

Then, for each task that was del ayed as a result of each

critical path delay, the amount of the delay, the initial

AFUDC savings, the escalation, and the additional AFUDC

costs would have to be determined. The identification of
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all tasks and the coll ecti on of data for each of the tasks

represents a substantial effort. In many cases, the data

does -not exist and would have to be estimated. TB&A

believes that this detailed a calculation is neither

reasonable nor necessary and that the AFUDC is an adequate

approximation."

Cl early, TB&A woul d agree that the approach is, an approximati on, but TB&A

has left out a major cost factor in its analysis which has a direct impact

on a del ay in the start-up of a nucl ear power pl ant. The item that TB&A

totally left out of its calculation is the fuel cost savings associated

with a nuclear power plant. If, for example, a nuclear power plant is

delayed by, say, six months,· then ratepayers must pay higher fuel costs

for an additional six months. Thus, if the project is delayed due to

imprudence on the part of LP&L, then why does TB&A believe that ratepayers

shoul d bear the addi ti onal and hi gher fuel costs associ ated wi th

alternatives other than the cheaper nuclear energy?

It is my opi ni On that TB&A i nadvertantly 1eft out the fuel savi ngs,

and such fuel savings should be added into any delay cost calculation.

It shoul d be pointed out that I have used the TB&A approach to the

calculation of delay in quantifying my delay adjustments contained in the

next secti on of Il\Y testimony. I have al so i ncl uded the fuel cost savings

which must be added to the AFUDC cost associated with a delay.
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SECTION XI

QUANTIFICATION OF PROJECT DELAYS

Q~ BASED ON YOUR REVIEW OF TB&A AND OTHER DATA; WHAT HAVE YOU CONCLUDED?

A. MY revi ew of TB&A' s report and other data has 1ed me to concl ude the

fi ndi ngs in TB&A' s report are fl awed and si gnificantly understate the

overall project delay.

Further, I have concluded that a great deal of additional

investi gati on into vari ous areas of the Waterford 3 constructi on proj ect

is warranted. As stated earlier, TB&A made a limited investigation given

10 the constraints of its underlying assumptions and gUidelines.

11 MY first recommendation is that the LPSC send TB&A back to the

12 "drawi ng board" to compl ete the assi gnment it was origi nally contracted to

perform. The TB&A report can by no means be characteri zed as a ful1­

fledged prudence review. As is shown in the direct testiony of Mr. Pous,

an additional investigation with regard to continuing justification of

this project is necessary to ensure that LP&L ratepayers are not charged

for imprudently incurred costs.

Q. HAVE YOU BEEN ABLE TO QUANTIFY ANY ADDITIONAL IMPRUDENCE BEYOND TB&A' S

$l43 MILLION ESTIMATE?

A. Yes. Based on my analysi s, consi deri ng time and data constra i nts, I have

calculated additional dollars associated with project delays due to LP&L's

actions. These calculations are based on the TB&A data, as well as data

responses and other industry material.
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These quantifications are based on: delays due to financing, delays

due to antitrust litigation. and further review of the TB&A calculation of

the 163-day delay.

Q. PLEA$E EXPLAIN THE FINANCING DELAY.

A. Based on I11Y earl i er testimony, data responses, it is I11Y opi ni on that an

absolute minimum of a one-month penalty should be assigned to the 1977 and

1980 construction delays due to financing problems. While there are

numerous other cost increases associ ated with these fi nanci ng del ays, the

total two-month penalty is a conservative estimate.

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE QUANTIFIED TEN-MONTH DELAY ASSOCIATED WITH THE

ANTITRUST LITIGATION.

A. As I stated earlier in the licensing section of I11Y testimony, the

Waterford 3 CP took approximately ten months longer than other nucl ear

units that applied for a CP at the same time as LP&L applied.

In addition, the situation might have been worsened by the strained

rel ati onshi p between Ebasco and the AEC/NRC. Furthermore, LP&L took a

hard-line stance with intervenors in the antitrust litigation, only to

ultimately concede in the final license conditions after a protracted

1i ti gati on.

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR ANALYSIS WITH REGARD TO TB&A'S QUANTIFICATION OF A

163-DAY DELAY•

A. Based on a review of the TB&A report and the bases supplied by TB&A with

regard to the 5-1/2 month delay employed in its report, it is my opinion

that TB&A's calculation is woefully inadequate. At page VII-7 of the TB&A

report, it is stated:
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"LP&L project control staffi ng was inadequate pri or to

1978. This contributed to the late development of detailed

start-up schedules. fB&A concl udes that these four

deficiencies resulted in a delay on the order of two

months. TB&A also found that the LP&L start-up

organization was not adequate until 1982. In addition, the

late hiring of a strong, experienced plant manager left the

LP&L organization without adequate capability to reasonably

perfonn the final start-up activities. TB&A concl udes that

these two deficiencies resulted in a delay of three to six

months. "

At page VIII-7, TB&A states the following with regard to the piping

contract:

"Any additional preparation time and piping work that could

have been done early woul d have reduced the pi pe fitter

craft manpower shortages that occurred from 1978 on and

allowed more concentrated effort on the critical path

acti viti es then. TB&A therefore concl udes that the

four-month del ay in awardi ng the pi pi ng contract resulted

in approximately a one-month overall project delay."

TB&A combi ned the effects or impacts of the two del ays referred to

above and concluded, at page VIII-7, the following:

"TB&A therefore fi nds that these si x defi ci encies, combi ned

with the delay in awarding the piping contract discussed

OPCPOD4-13-007388
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earl i er, combi ned to cause an impact on the order of a

del ay of si x to ni ne months."

Actually, the range or time peri od that TB&A shoul d have looked at

was a range of six to twelve months, given that the piping contract delay

was anywhere from one to four months. TB&A apparently chose the lower end

of this range of six months based upon the date of publ ication of the

Gambit article in May 1983. TB&A ignores the fact that the May 1983

Gambit article may have been written even earlier had LP&L been prepared

to load fuel earlier. Furthermore, intervenors' allegations may have been

raised earlier if fuel had been ready to load earlier, with or without the

Gambit article being publ ished. Thus, TB&A's choice of the lower end of

the range, based upon the publication date of the Gambit article, is not

appropriate, and to assume intervenor allegations would not have been

rai sed had fuel been ready to load earl i er is not appropri ate.

Given the above, it is my opinion that the upper end of the range can

reasonably be selected. It is the fuel load date, and not the Gambit

article, that would have triggered intervenor allegations. Therefore,

there is no basis to believe that the upper end of the range of

approximately one year, as I have calculated, is not more appropriate in

this case. Therefore, I have concluded that the one-year delay associated

with the findings of the TB&A analysis is more realistic than the 5-1/2

months employed by TB&A.

PLEASE QUANTIFY YOUR 24-MONTH DELAY FINDINGS.

The 24-month delay findings that I have described above and throughout my

testimony resul ts in an imprudence calcul ati on or fi ndi ng of
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$741,410,000. This calculation is ,based upon the AFUDC method employed by

TB&A in its analysis. The difference between IllY analysis and the TB&A

analysis is th-at I have included the impact of foregone fuel savings

associated with the delay in the nuclear power project. The calculation

of IllY estimate of imprUdence can be found in Exhibit ,Schedule

(DJL-10).
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Page 72

COST OF SERVICE AND LP&L RATE REQUESTS

Q. EARLIERo,IN YOUR TESTIMONY YOU STATED THAT THE LP&L RATE REQUEST IS

SOMEWHAT UNCLEAR. PLEASE EXPLAIN THAT STATEMENT.

A. As stated earl i er the increase requested by LP&L in thi s case is, to say

the least, very unclear for a number of reasons. As noted earlier, the

Company filed for $444,000,000 in rate relief in September 1985. Also as

noted earlier, the LPSC staff increased the revenue reqUirement to

$467,000,000 in the November 14, 1985, LPSC Order No. U-16945. Lastly,

the Company in statements during cross-examination has indicated the need

for an additional $72 mill ion per annum based upon updating the test year

through December 1985.

Given the above facts, and also noting that I am now aware of any

amendments to the filing" it is unclear what the true rate request is in

this case. For my analysis I am assuming that LP&L is requesting the

following: al the $215 million already granted by the LPSC in interim

rate relief, bl $206 million deferred in the LPSC Order No. U-16945, and

c) the $72 mill i on referred to duri ng the Company's cross-exami nati on and

its updated cost of service. Thus, based on the above facts, it would

appear that the Company's September, 1985, rate request is now $493

million rather than the $444 million originally requested. This $493

million rate request will be the basis for my analysis in the cost of

service section of my testimony.

It shoul d be further noted that I do not agree that the Company

should be able to increase its rate request during a proceeding without

OPCPOD4-13-007391
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either amending its filing for such a request or, furthennore, notifying

ratepayers of the changed request. It is al so I11Y understanding that

ceunsel for Jefferson Parish has filed a motion to dismiss the additional

$72 million rate request associated with the updated test year.
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2
SECTION XIII

NEW TAX LAW
3

4
.~ Q. HAS LP&L MADE A COST OF SERVICE ADJUSTMENT IN ITS UPDATED COST OF SERVICE .

FOR THE IMPACTS OF THE NEW TAX LAW?

nThi s adjustment assumes the Congress wi 11 vote for a

The basi s for both of these reductions is stated in the notes to the

WHAT ADJUSTMENTS HAS LP&L MADE WITH REGARD TO THE NEW TAX LAW?

federal income tax item. 10

provi sions to the proposed change have been assumed. In

addition, this adjustment reverses the 1985 tax loss

carryfoNard from a deferred federal income tax item to a

proposed change in the federal statutory corporate income

tax rate from 46% to 34% effective 7/1/87. No other

updated COS, where LP&L indicates, in its notes for column 31, the

following:

In its updated CDS, LP&L has reduced Federal Income Taxes (nFITn) payable

by apprOXimately $12.6 million. LP&L has al so made an adjustment to

deferred income taxes by reducing these taxes in the COS by approximately

$1.3 million.

The first problem with LP&L's income tax adjustment is that this tax

change is only reflected in rates for six months. Given that the lower

incremental corporate tax rate of 34% becomes effective on July 1, 1987,

A. Yes, LP&L has made some adjustments in its updated cost of service to

refl ect the impacts of the new tax 1aw. I shoul d point out that the

adjustments made by LP&L are not complete.

5
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LP&L refl ected si x months at 46% and si x months at 34%. The effecti ve

blended rate employed by LP&L as reflected in the updated COS is a 40%

rate. LP&L has not provi ded a mechani sm to reduce rates in the fiJture

which would take into account a full year of the lower tax rate.

I find LP&L I S fail ure to provi de such a mechani sm somewhat one-si ded

given the fact that LP&L is supporting a staff proposal to collect
.

deferred costs through future rate adjustments. While LP&L is willing to

support future automati crate adj ustments to coll ect increased amounts

from ratepayers, they have not proposed future adjustments with respect to

taxes to ensure that LP&L does not over-collect from ratepayers. Based on

the LP&L calculations in the updated CDS, LP&L will over-collect from

ratepayers approximately $14 million per year beginning January 1988. It

would be mY recommendation that the LPSC order LP&L to have a mechanism in

place so as to automatically adjust rates to reflect a full year's impact

of the new tax 1aw after January 1, 1988.

Q. ARE THERE OTHER ADJUSTMENTS THAT MUST BE MADE TO REFLECT THE IMPACTS OF

THE NEW TAX LAW?

A. Yes, there are. The Company has failed to adjust for the impacts

associated with excess deferred taxes. The Company has not made an

adjustment for the flowback of these excess amounts to ratepayers. During

cross-examination of LP&L witness McLetchie, he indicated that the Company

had not had the time or the data to calculate this adjustment .

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE CONCEPT OF EXCESS DEFERRED TAXES.

OPCPOD4-13-007394
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A. In ratemaking under tax normalization rules there exists a timing

di fference between the si ze of tax deducti on (expense) for book purposes

and tax purposes. The best example of such a timing difference is with

regard to depreciation expense. For tax purposes, a utility will use the

depreciation expense under an accelerated depreciation schedule i.e., a

higher depreciation expense, while for book purposes the same utility will

use straight line depreciation expense. Given the above example, this

Company now has more deductions (expense) for tax purposes than for book

purposes. The difference between the two tax payments is referred to as

deferred taxes.

Deferred taxes are pai d by ratepayers in the COS. The Company is

a11 owed to keep these deferred taxes or cash flow unti 1 it must pay thi s

future tax obl i gati on to the U. S. Treasury. In other words, at some

point the accelerated depreciation expense will be lower than book

depreciation expense, and the deferred taxes will turn around.

These deferred taxes (accounts 281-283), while being held by the

Company, are used to offset i.e., lower rate base. Thus, ratepayers are

not providing a return on these funds since they have provided this cash

flow at a time period prior to when the Company will have to spend such

funds.

Q. DID LP&L COLLECT THESE DEFERRED TAXES ASSUMING A 46% TAX LIABILITY IN THE

FUTURE?

A. Yes, they did. Under the new tax law, LP&L will have a 34% tax liability

rather than a 46% 1i abil ity associ ated with these deferred taxes. Thus,

LP&L has an excess quantity of ratepayer funds in the form of deferred
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taxes i.e., the difference between deferred taxes collected at a 46% rate

versus a 34% rate.

Q. HAVE YOU CALCULATED AND ADJUSTMENT TO THE COS THAT REFLECTS AN ADJUSTMENT

FOR THESE EXCESS DEFERRED TAXES?

A. Yes, I have. Under the new tax law, these excess deferred taxes are to be

flowed back to the ratepayers ratably i. e., over the 1ife of the assets

which created these deferred taxes. (See Exhibit
-

Schedul e DJL-7).

Exhibit Schedule (DJL-71 is an approximation of the impact of

adjusting for these excess deferred taxes. As can be seen from

Exhibit Schedule (DJL-71, the annual impact would be a reduction to

COS of approximately $1. 8 million.

In summary, the tax law change requires a twofold adjustment as

described above, the annual impact of these adjustments based on the

updated COS, is approximately $14,800,000 ($12.6 million + $1.3 million +

$.9 million) during 1987, and approximately $29,600,000 ($12.6 million +

$1.3 million + $1.8 million + $13.9 million) during 1988 and thereafter.

Q. WHAT OTHER COST OF SERVICE ADJUSTMENTS ARE YOU PROPOSING BE MADE TO THE

LP&L UPDATED COST OF SERVICE?

A. An additional COS adjustment that I would propose be made is with regard

to column 22 of the udated COS. (The updated COS is contained in

Exhibit __, Schedule DJL-8.) Column 22 represents amounts that LP&L is

proposing to expense to ratepayers for storm damage reserves.

LP&L, at page 3 of 4 of its updated cost of service in column 22, is

proposing to charge ratepayers approximately $3.4 million per year to
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accrue in a fund for stonn damage reserves and injuries and damages

reserves.

Q. WHAT LEVEL OF RESERVE FOR STORM DAMAGES DOES THE-COMPANY CURRENTLY HAVE?

A. It is my understandi ng that the Company has a stonn and injury damage

reserve of approximately $6 million as of September 1986.

Q. WHAT LEVEL OF STORM DAMAGES HAS THE COMPANY INCURRED SINCE 1982?

A. It is mY understanding that the Company has incurred the following amounts

of stonn damages to its system:

1982 : $2,206, 000

1983: $2,576,000

1984: $1.187,000

1985: $1,153,000

It would appear from the above that the Company has approximately

three times the amount in a stonn damage reserve as it has incurred in any

of the past three years with regard to stonn damages. Thus, it would be

my recommendation that this Commission not allow the Company to accrue any

more dollars for its stonn damage reserve, and consider the current

reserve of some $6 million as sufficient. This is especially important at

a time when rates are i ncreasi ng substanti ally due to the additi on of the

Waterford 3 nuclear station to rate base.

I would also point out, that with regard to the $6 million stonn

damage reserve, the Company apparently is not i ncl udi ng a rate base offset

for those funds. In other words, ratepayers supply the funds as an

insurance pol icy for the Company in case stonn damage occurs. Thus, the

Company has customer-contributed capital for which it is not giving the
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benefit of a rate base reduction to ratepayers. Therefore, a second

adjustment entailing a rate base reduction of $6 million is warranted for

the storm damage reserve.

Q. WHAT IMPACT WILL YOUR PROPOSED ADJUSTMENTS HAVE ON COST OF SERVICE?

A. The impact of eliminating the annual reserve payment results in a

reduction to revenue requirements of approximately $3.4 million. The

second adj ustment is to reduce the return by el imi nati ng $6 mi 11 i on from

rate base. The impact of thi s rate base reducti on on revenuerequi rements

is approximately $1.2 million. Therefore, the total impact of this

proposed adjustment on revenue requirements is approximately $4.6 million.

Q. ARE THERE ANY OTHER COST OF SERVICE ADJUSTMENTS THAT YOU WOULD PROPOSE

THIS COMMISSION TO CONSIDER WITH REGARD TO THE UPDATED COST OF SERVICE OF

LP&L?

A. Yes, there are. With regard to the updated cost of service, at page 3 of

4, col urnn 21, the Company is proposi ng to i ncl ude a write-down of a

cancelled coal plant. In its footnotes supporting this adjustment, LP&L

states the following:

"In December 1985, the Company recorded a write-down of the

Company's share of certain costs applicable to the Middle

South System's indefinitely delayed future fossil

generating facilities totalling approximately $44.4

million. For ratemaking purposes, the Company is

requesting recovery of this write-down over a lO-year

period, and the unamortized balance be inclUded in the rate

base."
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It is the unamortized portion being included in rate base that I

differ with the Company on in this issue. Should this C01ll1lission decide

to allow LP&L to wri te off the del ayed coal project, there shoul d be some-­

consi derati on of shari ng thi s burden between ratepayer and stockholder.

While the Company stockholders receive a higher return on their equity

because of risks associated with that return. ratepayers should not be

expected to bear the full brunt of'various investments that are determined

to be uneconomical or imprudent. Therefore, it would be my rec01ll1lendation

that if the LPSC accepts LP&L I S proposal to write off thi s pl ant over ten

years, that the unamortized portion not be included in rate base. In this

way, LP&L will cover its full investment in this project, but it will not

be allowed to earn a return on the unamortized balance from ratepayers.

Cl early, the used and useful concept wi th regard to uti 1i ty regul ati on is

applicable in this situation. The plant is not used nor useful, but the

ratepayers are providing the Company its entire investment in this prpject

back to the Company.

Q. WHAT IMPACT WILL THIS HAVE ON THE COS AS PROPOSED BY LP&L?

A. The impact of reducing rate base for the standard coal plant of

$40,683,853 is approximately $8,000,000 on cost of service.
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SECTION XIV

INTERIM RATE RELIEF

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO THE LPSC NOVEMBER 14, 1985 ORDER

U-16945 GRANTING LP&L INTERIM RATE RELIEF?

A. Yes, I do. It appears that LPSC in Order U-16945 granted too much relief

due to an incorrect calculation of revenue requirements.

Q. HOW DID THE LPSC CALCULATE THE QUANTITY OF INTERIM RATE RELIEF AND

DEFERRED REVENUES?

A. Exhibit Schedule (DJL-l) contains the LPSC staff data response to a

Jefferson Parish data request concerning interim rate relief.

As can be seen from Tabl e A of Exhi bi t Schedul e (DJL-9), $215

million of current revenue and $206 million of deferred revenue was

granted by the LPSC.

Q. DO YOU AGREE THAT $206 MILLION OF ·DEFERRED REVENUE REQUIREMENTS IS

APPROPRIATE GIVEN THE CALCULATION ON TABLE A?

A. No, I do not. This calculation fails to take into consideration the

impact of deferred taxes associated with the $206 million expense deferral.

Q. WHAT WOULD BE THE IMPACT ON THE DEFERRAL IF THE COMMISSION HAD TAKEN INTO

CONSIDERATION DEFERRED TAXES IN THE DEFERRAL OF EXPENSES?

A. I have made this calculation and it is shown in Exhibit Schedule

(DJL-9). As can be seen, the true revenue requi rement deferral is $187

million and not $206 million. Thus, it would be J11.Y recoJ1l1lendation that

thi s Commi ssi on take thi s factor into consi derati on in its deci si on on

thi s docket. To ignore the impact of deferred taxes on thi s issue woul d

result in overcharin9 ratepayers approximately $lB.3 million per year.
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SECTION XV

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY 'WITH REGARD TO THE TB&A RE~ORT {PRUDENCE

ISSUE} AND THE OTHER COST OF SERVICE ITEMS DISCUSSED IN YOUR TESTIMONY, AS

WELL AS THE TESTIMONY OF MR. POUS.

A. Starting with the testimony concerning the TB&A report, it is my

recommendation that the LPSC send TB&A back for further and more in-depth

investigation into the Waterford 3 prudence issue. This Comi ssi oni s

correct in demanding a full-fledged prudence review so as to assure

ratepayers that every penny expended on the Waterford 3 project was

prudently spent.

A second alternative, {if the LPSC does not require some additional

investigation into the Waterford 3 project, especially with regard to the

continuing justification issue}, is to rely on the 'Char1es Komanoff

generi c study di scussed in the testimony of Mr. Pous. Thi s wou1 d result

in an imprudence finding of $802,825,000.

A third alternative would be to base imprudence disallowances on my

testimony. The testimony addresses the TB&A report directly and, based on

my review of the TB&A report as well as the data supplied by LP&L, it

would appear that a 24 month imprudence delay in Waterford 3 construction

proj ect, rather than TB&A I S estimated 5-1/2 month imprudence del ay can be

estimated. Further, using TB&A's own assumptions and approaches, an

imprudence finding of $741.4 million relative to Waterford 3 can be

quantified, rather than the TB&A estimate of $143,000,000.

,
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The fi nal opti on, whi ch I have not addressed in II1Y testimony, is for

the Commission to simply maintain the previously established level of

$284,000,000 "of disallowed cost of the Waterford-6 project. However,

based on the information contained in Mr. Pous 'and my own testimony, I

cannot recommend this alternative.

Thus, the Commission has four options with regard to prudence;

(A) Send TB&A back to work with regard toa least cost 1He cycle

analysi s, so as to determi ne conti nued economic j ustificati on of

Waterford 3, as well as an investigation into other issues

raised in my testimony.

(B) Rely on the generic results of the Charles Komanoff Grand Gulf 1

least cost life cycle analysis - the result being a $802,825,000

imprudence finding.

(C) Adjust the TB&A "findings to correct the "errors and oversights of

TBM, as shown in my testimony - the result bei ng a $741. 4

million imprudence finding.

(D) Accept the TB&A report and maintain the $284 million imprudence

adj ustment agreed to by LP&L in Order No. U-l 6945. (An opt ion

which I do not believe can be supported by the evidence in thi s

record.)

Q. WHAT IS THE IMPACT ON THE PROPOSED LP&L RATE REQUEST OF YOUR PROPOSED

ADJUSTMENTS?

A. The impacts of the recommendations made by Mr. Pous and myself can be seen

in the following table:
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Docket No. U-16945 Page 84

1 Proposed Revenue Requirement Adjustments

2 Revenue
Line Requirement Impact

3 No. Descri pti on .~ Amount
(000 I s)

4

JPrudence Adjustment5 (1) (l09,600)

6 (2 ) JDepreciation Expense (2,784)

7 (3) -~ate Base Offset Storm Damage (l ,182)

8 (4 ) ] xpense Storm Damage (3,377)

9 (5) , Excess Deferred Taxes (l,777)

10 (6) ]S"""'" Adj",.." D,f,nco' Taxes (l8,668)

11 (7) New Tax Law Adjustment (l3,500)

12 (8) \Standard Coal Plant Adjustment (8,015)

',14 ThUS, although we have not performed a complete COS analysis due to

15 time constraints, the revenue requirements "requested by the Company should

16 be reduced si gni fi cantly. Moreover, the imprudence adjustement has been

17 quantified without the interrelated adjustments which I have proposed, nor

do the other cost of servi ce issues refl ect the appropri ate adjustment to- 18

19

20

21

22

23

24

items such as: return on equity; cash working capital; deconrnissioning;

materials and supplies; as well as other accounting and financial costs.

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

A. Yes, it does.
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Docket No. U-16945

APPENDIX I

Q. BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR EXPERIENCE.

A. After completing lIlY graduate work at Tufts Uni versity, I was employed by

Doane College, in Crete, Nebraska, where I taught in the Economics

Department. I have taught economics, statistics, econometrics, business,

and computer science courses. Since leaving academia, I have been

continuously employed in various phases of utility regulation.

Q. WHAT IS YOUR EXPERIENCE IN PUBLIC UTILITY REGULATION?

A. As a Rate Analyst and Senior Statistical Analyst with the Department of

PubliC Service of Minnesota, I was involved in various phases of utility
-
regulation. Some of the projects in which I was involved include

electric, gas, and telephone rate design; cost of service analyses; and

cost of 'capital analyses. I al so developed software systems, data bases,

and management systems for cost of service analyses.

Q. PLEASE OUTLINE YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH R~ W. BECK AND ASSOCIATES.

A. I was employed by R. W. Beck and Associates from 1982 through 1986. My

work primarily involved utility regulation. The major areas in which I

worked were forecasting, econometric model building, general cost of

service analyses, cost allocation studies, and cost of capital studies. I

have submitted testimony on many cost of servi ce issues before the State

and Local Regulatory Commissions of Minnesota, North Carolina, South

Carolina, Louisiana, Texas, Nebraska, and the Federal Energy Regulatory

Corrmission. A list of the cases and jurisdictions in which I have filed

testimony is contained in this Appendix I.

Q. WHAT TYPE OF FIRM IS DIVERSIFIED UT·ILITY CONSULTANTS, INC.?

A. Diversified Utility Consultants, Inc., is a consulting finn whose clients

are primarily involved in utility rate regulation.
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ArPENDIX I (CONTINUED)

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION:

Southern California Edison •••.•

Alabama Power Company•••.•••.•.

Florida Power & Light .••••••••.

Arizona Public Service Company.

Florida Power & Light •.•.•...••

ERB2-427-000

E-RB3-369-000

ELB3-24-000

ER84-450-000

ER84-379-000

Forecast i ng

Cost of Capita 1

Cost Allocat ion/
Rate Des i gn

Cost of Cap ita 1

Cost of Capital/Rate
Design/Cost of Service

LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION:

Louisiana Power &Light ••••••••

Louisiana Power &Light •••••••.

U-156B4

U-1651B

Cost of Capita1/
Depreciation

I~terim Rate Relief

MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION:

Northern States Power .•••••••••

Northwestern Bell ..•.•••••••••.

Norman County Telephone••••••••

Montana Dakota Utilities •••. : ••

New ULM Telephone Company••••••

Interstate Power Company.••••••

Continental Telephone.•..••••.•

G002/GR-80-556

P42l (GR-80-9ll

P420/GR-8l-230

G009/GR-8l-448

P4l9/GR-8l-767

E001/GR-8l-345

P407/GR-8l-700

Statistical/Forecasting

Rate Design/Forecasting

Rate Design/
Cost of Capital

Financial/Cost of Capital

Financial

Financial

Cost of Capital

NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION:

North Carolina Natural Gas •••••
Corporat i on

G-2l, Sub 235 Forecasting/ Cost of
Capital/ Cost of
Service

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF INDIANA:

Kokomo Gas & Fue1 Company 38069 Cost of Cap it a1
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APPENDIX I (CONTINUED)

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEXAS:

Southwestern Electric Power••••

Southwestern Electric Power •• ~.

Gulf States Utilities Company..

Gulf States Utilities Company ••

Centra1 Power and Light .•.••..

4628

5301

5560

6525

6375

Rate Design/Financial/
Forecast ing

Cost of Service

Cost of Service

Cost of Capital/
Financial Integrity

Cost of Capital/
Financial Integrity

SOUTH CAROLINA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION:

Westar Transmission Company•.•• 4892/5168

Piedmont Municipal Power•••.•••
Agency

TEXAS RAILROAD COMMISSION:

Energas Company.••...•••••••.••

82-352-E

5793

Forecasting

Cost of Capital

Cost of Capita 1/
Cost of Service

Westar Transnission Company.... 5787

SCOTTSBLUFF, NEBRASKA CITY· COUNCIL:

K. N. Energy, Inc......•.•.....

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF HOUSTON, TEXAS:

Houston Lighting and Power Company

Rate of ·Return

Forecasting
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DEFORE THE

LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE CO~1ISSION

ORDER NO. U-16945

Louisiana Power & Light Co., ex parte Docket No. U-16945

'-<...-"

In re: Application for an interim increase in retail
electric rates

This case involves the application of Louisiana

Power & Light Co. ("LP&L ft ) for an emergency increase in its

rates and charges for retail electric service in Louisiana.

LP&L is a wholly owned sUbsidiary of Middle South Utilities,

Inc. (ftMSU ft ). LP&L and three other operating company subsid-

iaries of MSU, New Orleans Public service, Inc. (ftNOPSI ft ),

Arkansas Power & Light Co. ("AP&L ft ) and Mississippi Power

& Light Co. (ftMP&L ft ), form a highly integrated electric system

serving customers in Louisiana, Arkansas, Missouri and Mis-

sissippi. A separate generating subsidiary of MSU, Middle

South Energy, Inc. ("MSE ft ), owns the Grand Gulf No. 1 nuclear

generating station, which recently went into commercial opera-

tion and began supplying electricity to the four MSU operat-

ing companies under rate schedules approved by the Federal

Energy Regulatory Commission.

Under the decision of the FERC in Middle South Energy,

Inc., Docket No. ER82-6l6-000 and Middle South Services,

OPCPOD4-13-007409



~., Docket No. ER82-483-000, Opinion No. 234 (FERC, 1985)

LP&L was allocated a 14% share of the power, energy and costs

associated with. Grand Gulf No.1. The decision of the FERC,

as to the allocation issue, was based on the proposal orig­

inally made to the FERC by this Commission in Docket No. 82­

616-000 and adopted by Presiding Administrative Law Judge

Ernst Liebman as a recommendation to the FERC. Subsequently,

in Docket No. ER82-483-000, another presiding administrative

law judge recommended an allocation of ~pproximately 42% of

Grand Gulf No. 1 to LP&L. The resolution of the allocation

issue by the FERC significantly reduced the LP&L share of

Grand Gulf No. 1 and the cost of the unit to LP&L ratepayers.

The first year base rate cost of the jurisdictional portion

of the 14% allocation to LP&L is approximately $113.9 million.

In October, 1985, the Nineteenth JUdicial District

Court ("district court") ordered ~hat LP&L be permitted to

implement a rate increase for Grand Gulf of $113.9 million.

Louisiana Power ~ Light Co. ~. Louisiana Public Service Com­

mission, et al., No. 292-026 (19th J.D.C.). This order has

. been appealed. After fuel savings, the net impact of the

rate increase on consumers was about $99 million. LP&L im­

plemented the increase on bills rendered on and after October

9, 1985, but this action made the increase retroactive to

service rendered during the previous month. The Commission
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ordered that LP&L discontinue this practice and refund the

retroactive collections and the matter is under litigation

in the district court.

In this case, LP&L requests rate relief for its

own nuclear project, the Waterford 3 nuclear station. This

unit was placed in commercial operation in September, 1985.

LP&L requests a gross rate increase of $444 million for the

first-year cost of this unit. The net rate request, after

reflecting fuel savings, is about $355 million.

The Commission has had before it three separate

requests for rate relief for Waterford 3 during this calendar

year. Both previous requests were dismissed prior to the

commercial operation of the unit. The financial condition

of the company was thoroughly analyzed by the staff and con­

sultants of the Commission in the two previous dockets and

the analysis has been updated in this docket. The Commission

incorporates by reference the records compiled in two previous

cases -- Docket U-l6518 and U-1609l.

Because of the emergency facing the company, the

staff was directed to obtain information concerning its finan­

cial status and to submit a proposal for emergency rate re­

lief, if relief was deemed necessary. Proposals from other

interested parties were also solicited. These proposals were

sought, however, in the following context: 1) the Commission

OPCPOD4-13-007411



has up toa year to make a final determination of the rate

application under Article 4, Section 21 of the Louisiana Con­

stitution and is considering this application on an expedited

basis, without the benefit of c~rehensive hearin9s; 2) there

is continuing litigation over the Grand Gulf 1 rate award

of the district court and the application of the increase

to service rendered prior to the date of the award; and 3)

there is substantial concern over the prudence of the decision

to construct and complete Waterford 3, particularly as it

relates to the burden placed on LP&L vis-a-vis the other com­

panies in the MSU System. In addition, the company h~s indi­

cated a willingness to enter a negotiated settlement for emer­

gency rate relief that would include a permanent disallowance

of a portion of Waterford 3.

The staff analysis indicates that LP&L is currently

operating at a loss. Expenses including preferred dividends

are projected to exceed revenues for the next 12 months by

about $111 million. Considering the effect of income taxes,

a $215 million base rate increase, or $126 million after ac­

counting for the $89 million in fuel savings from Waterford 3,

would be required to place the company on a break-even basis,

assuming a reasonable additional deferral or Rphase in" of

Waterford 3 costs.

In addition, the company faces the need to attract

substantial amounts of capital in the near future. It must

OPCPOD4-13-007412



refinance $75 million in first mortgage bonds that will mature

in early January and finance a $56 million refund to consumers,

relating to the Texaco settlement in February. The company

also must finance a construction program, already pared to

essentials, which will cost $150 million in the next year.

Internally generated cash in all likelihood would not cover

the construction program, assuming LP&L operated at the break

even point. The SEC currently is not allowing the company

to issue securities pending an improvement in its financial

condition, which can only come through rate relief.

In light of these factors, the staff proposes that

the company be allowed a $215 million base rate increase for

Waterford 3. The net increase, after fuel savings, would

be $126 million. The company would also be permitted to defer

a total of.$206 million of Waterford 3 costs. The first year

increase includes first year carrying charges computed at a 13

per cent rate. The Commission would approve a phase-in of

Waterford 3 costs, allowing the deferral and ultimate recovery

of those costs not ultimately found imprudent, on a schedule

to be determineQ by the Commission. Any finding of imprudence

would operate prosp~ctively. Carrying charges on all amounts

deferred after the fi~st year would be computed at a 10.2

?er cent net-of-tax rate.

- 5 -
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The staff proposes that this increase be granted

only if LP&L agrees to certain conditions, which would be

imposed in light of the expedited consideration of the request,

the pending litigation, the prudence issues relating to Water­

ford 3, and the settlement discussions. They are:

Middle South Energy, Inc. must agree to accept
the permanent retained percentage (18%) of
the LP&L share of Grand Gulf 1 under the
terms outlined to the Commission, and offered
by MSE, in July. ThiS settlement would re­
duce the Grand Gulf revenue requirement by
$19 million in the first year, reflectipg
a reduction in base rates of approximately
$24 million and the recovery of 4.6 cents
per kilowatt hour for the energy from the
permanent retained percentage through the
fuel clause ($5 million benefit). A minimum
net annual reduction in rates of $15.6 mil­
lion would be guaranteed by MSE for 10 years.
Alternatively, if MSE refuses to accept this
proposal, LP&L would absorb the 18 per cent
reduction on the same terms. This agreement
would settle the Grand Gulf appeal.

2) LP&L must agree to permanently absorb $284
million of the $2.84 billion of Waterford 3
cost regardless 6f ~e outcome of a prudency
review.

, ,

!

3) The Commission may disallow an additional
amount for imprudence in the construction
and co~pletion of WaterforQ3, on a prospec­
tive basis, if a finding of imprUdence is
made after a prudence investigation. The
finding would be subject to appeal. ~
disallowance would be limit~d to the amount
by which the total imprudent investment ex­
ceeds $284 million.

4) LP&L must agree to refund all amounts billed
for Grand Gulf based on service rendered
prior to October 9, 1985.

OPCPOD4-13-007414



5) LP&L must provide a letter from the Marine
Midland Bank, agreeing to move forward with
the syndication of a letter of credit to
allow the company to obtain $105 million
in funds for low-interest pollution control
bonds. The letter shall be satisfactory
to the Secretary of the Commission.

~) LP&L must agree that the constitutional one­
year period for analyzing the rate request
shall restart beginning the date the emer­
gency rate ;~~rease becomes effective. This
proceeding will remain open for a full rate
analysis and prudence review.

These actions would reduce the necessary "net" rate

increase, after accounting for changes in fuel costs, to $106.7

million. The total base rate increase is $190,7 million.

The $106.7 million "net" rate increase is less than one-third

of the $355 million requested by the company.

In light of the precarious financial condition of

LP&L and the relatively modest rate increase associated with

the staff proposal, the Commission will approve the staff

recommendation. The Commission will approve the recommended

rate increase conditioned on the agreement by LP&L to the

terms specified in this Order. The Commission will also ap-

prove the deferral plan proposed by the staff. The rate in-

crease shall apply to service rendered after the effective

date of the increase. Therefore, in consideration of the

foregoing,
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IT IS ORDERED that LP&L be and hereby is authorized

to increase its rates in the amount of $106.7 million, but

only after it has filed a statement with the Commission agree­

ing to the terms specified herein and filed the necessary

letter from the Midland Marine Bank. The Commission approves

the deferral plan proposed by the Staff, subject to the same

conditions. The base rate increase shall be allocated among

customer classes in proportion to the contribution of each

class to the base revenues of the company in the test year.

The increase shall be effective at the time specified in this

Order.

BY ORDER OF COMMISSION
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA

NOVEMBER 14, 1985

~~ £,12~
Commissloner .

~fu{k
Sloner

Secretary
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,OMMISSIONEllS

·.cql J. Ac~.I, Clum-.d"
Dinrict I

Johll F. Sch_'m&IlJL, v~ c~_
" Di.trict II

.... /. Laml..ri. )t., M-I­
Dimict m

1"bomu po...n. M'"
Dimict IV

lOll L 0 ••11, M_k
Diftrict:V

Gentlemen:

Louisiana 'Public Seroice Commission

ONE AMERICAN PLACE, SUITE 1030
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70825

T.J.pJ-., (504)342-1405

LOUIS S. QUINN
~

..

Enclosed herewith is the following request tor proposal:

In re: The decision of Louisiana Power and Light Company (LP&L) to
construct a nuclear generating facility known as \Oaterford No.3, the
prudent construction costs thereof, and LP&L's decision to contract
with Middle South Energy, Inc. (MSE) tor capacity and energy to be
supplied trom MSE's nuclear generating unit.

Your firm is invited to submit a proposal to be received in this Office by
January 3, 1986. Please state separately the fee. In connection with any
proposal you may wish to submit, a personal appearance may be required before
the Public Service Commission prior to the selection ot the successful
contractor. The successtul contractor's. fee will be assessed against the
utility company unaer LSA R.5. 45:1180, et. seq. .

No fee or expense reimbursement is payable by this Commission to any
contractor who submits a request for -proposal.

If you have any questions concerning this project please call the undersigned
at 504/342-4427.

Y0i) very :ru1Y,

A~' tfi~-_·-
Louis 5. Quinn
Secretary

L5 Q/RFE/tmh

Enclosures
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i STATE OF LOUISIANA

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL

I. Background

Louisiana Power and Light (LP&L) filed an application for an increase of

some $444 million in its electric rates and charges •. By statute. a decision

must be rendered on this application no later than september 23. 1986. A

previous increase of $113.9 million was granted by the Court on October 9,

1985 to cover the Grand Gulf No. 1 costs to LP&L.

The most significant cause of the rate increase requested is the

commercial operation of the Waterford No. 3 nuclear unit. Since originally

planned. the estimated total cost of Waterford 3 and Grand Gulf 1 have

increased substantially such that they are now estimated to cost approximately

~, $2500 per kilowatt of capacity.

The Commission is concerned with the accuracy, prudence and reasonableness

of LP&L's cost estimates for the Waterford No. 3 Unit; the ultimate costs

thereof; and, whether LP&L had the technical capabiliry to prudently monitor

the cost of this unit. The Commission is also concerned with the prudence of

the contract for the purchase ot power from the Grand Gulf Unit.

The Commission in open session on November 14. 1985, authorized. the hiring of

a consulting organization to assist it in answering these concerns.

OPCPOD4-13-007419
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II. Scope of Study

A report is to be furnished to the Commission which is to address each of

the areas described below. It may be necessary to present aud defend this

report in a public hearing with those responsible for the report subject to

cross-examination. The final report is to be provided no later than August 1.

1986. The report should contain ee.!hm·s defiriitIon of prudency) The

successful firm will perform the follOWing tasks:

A. Analyze and review the various construction cost estimates of the

Waterford No. 3 Unit to determine whether:

The total cost is reasonable and prudent and not the result of

defective or incomplete planning and monitoring of contractor charges.

B. Analyze and review LP&L's management capability to determine whether:

1) The decision to construct a nuclear unit of the size and capacity

of Waterford 3 and the continuation of construction at the

various stages of the revision of cost estimates was the exercise
.~

.'

of reasonable and prudent judgement.

2) LP&L had sufficient managerial expertise to properly monitor the

construction of the Wat~rford No. 3 Unit from a technical and

financial perspective; , .

3) LP&L has the requisite expertise to successfully operate the

unit; aud

4) Proper procedures were in effect to ensure that the "terms of its

contractS'for construction were being met and that LP&L has not
OPCPOD4-13-007420



\

-3-

C. Analyze and review the circumstances surrounding the decision of LP&L

to contract with Middle South Energy, Inc. for purchase of capacity

and energy ftom the Grand Gulf Unit with spec1±ic emphasis on

1) !he reasonableness and prudence of contracting for rather than

bu1.1ding capacity at the t1lile of the contract;

2) ~hether the capacity was needed when the contract was coufected;

3) Overall assessment of the reasonableness of management decision

in entering into the contract.

D. Recommendations

Upon analysis and consideration of the above issues. the consultant

will make recommendations in the following areas:

1) Should any portion of the cost of the Waterford No. 3 unit be

deemed to be imprudently incurred and. if so. how much;

2) Should LP&L augment its management and technical capab.illty in

order to successfully operate the Waterford No. 3 unit;

3) Management competence in regard to any facet of the Grand Gulf

agreement. The study should cover the need for purchased power

from Grand Gulf No. 1 or other sources. Was any of the power

contracted for in excess of LP&L's needs to meet the reasonable

demands of its customers and maintain an adequate reserve.

4) The study should examine the need for Waterford No.3. Was any
..

of the power to be genei-a.ted in excess of LP&L' s needs to meet

the reasonable demands 'of its customers and mainta1n an adequate

reserve.

OPCPOD4-13-007421
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5) The study should establish which plants were to be retired; the

schedule for such retirements; and whether such schedule was.

maintained. Consideration should be given to the load forecasts

prepared at various times and how LP&L proposed to meet its peak

demand. Would it have been more prudent to upgrade existing

generating plants; construct coal or other generating units in

lieu of deciding to construct the nuclear facility or, once the

decision was made to construct the nuclear generating plant, was

the decision re-visited to see whether it would have been prudent

at any point in time to cancel the nuclear facility and seJ.ect

alternatives to meet the reasonable demands of -its customers and

provide an adequate reserve margin.

6) In considering demand forecasts, did the Company consider the

effects on demand of requested rate increases; conservation

measures or cogeneration.

7) !he study should consider the impact on the finaJ. cost of the

Waterford No. 3 project of NucJ.ear Regulatory Commission

decisions and, or, inspections. A deternUnation should be made

whether or not these additional costs could have been avoided by

prudent action by the Management of LP&L.

8) !he study shouJ.d make -a finding as to whether there was any under

utilization of equipment or personnel by LP&L in connection with

the construction of Waterford No. 3 which added to the final

costs.

- j
-~

9) In each instance where a finding of imprudence is made by the

successful firm, the cost of such imprudence should be quantified.
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III. Capabilities of Consultant

-5- I

Because of the complexities of tne above listed tasks, tne Commission must

ensure that the consultant has the requisite background and expertise.

A. Therefore, the consultant should evidence expertise in the following

areas:

1) Familiarity with and understanding of nuclear technology;

2) Familiarity with and understanding of construction cost

accounting and verification; and

3) Familiarity with and understanding of the regulatory and

ratemaking process.

4) Familiarity with and understanding of management practices of

large public utilities.

5) Familiarity and understanding of board functions and alternative

sources of power supply.

6) Previous studies of this nature which the. firm ·nas undertaken.

.'.(.'

B• To aid tne Commission in selecting a consultant, the following

information is to be provided:

1) A summary of the firm and its members;

2) A detailed descriptio~ ?f the educational background and

professional experience o~ the individuals to be directly

involved in this project;

. 3) The per diem rates that would be charged;

4) The total cost that would be charged, indicating separately the

per diem charges and reimbursement for incurred expenses; and

~) The tvoe of contract to be offered, i.e., fixed price or other.
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J G-.JC-";
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MAY 51956

RECEIVED
May I, 1986

~~-------

T.J.,.b~., (504)342-1433

ONE AMERlCI<N PUCE. SUrTE 1()30
SA TON ROUGE. LOU/S/I<N). 70825

Louisiana 'Public Service Commission- ., . :; ;, ­
......".~ 't:'»,
t:' "'to ",. ,., • ,

<">.~ ­
'. ,~~., ,.'

C 11SSIONERS
r;...... J. 1.<1.01. 0........

iOlotnct II
~. F. Scb-tfft&ftll, V'_ d..",,-_
Di.mct I

L-H ). u ...... /•.. 101.-...
. iDYmri III

...... P...lI.M_...
D;otri<I IV

Doe. L 0-110. M.~
IDdtrict V

Theodore Barry & Associates PAFlISH .A.TTORN!?".'
a T B & A Group Company

1520 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA90017

In re: Prudency review of Louisiana
Power &Light Company

Gentlemen:

This. Commission, as you know, has selected your Firm to perform a complete
prudency investigation of the decision of Louisiana Power & Light Company
(LP&L) to construct a nuclesr generating facility known as Waterford No.3;
the prudent construction costs thereof; and, LP&L's decision to contract with
Middle South Energy, Inc. (MSE) for capacity and energy to be supplied from
MSE's nuclear generating unit.

In ita request for proposal, the Commission included the following item at
page 4:

"5) The study should estsblish which plsnts were to be retired; and
whether such schedule was maintained. Consideration should be given to
the load forecasts prepared at various times and how LP&L proposed to meet
its peak demand. .Would it have been more prudent to upgrade existing
generating plants; construct coal or other generating units in lieu of
deciding to construct the nuclear facility or, once the decision was made
to construct the nuclesr generating plant, vas the decision re-visited to
see whether it would have been prudeIIt at any point in time to csncel the
nuclear facility and select alternatives to .IIleet the reasonable demands of
its customers snd prOVide an adequate reserve margin."

To insure that the Commission receives all the information it wishes to
receive following your study, the Commission wants to be advised that, at each
point in time during the history of the construction of the Waterford No. 3
nuclear generating unit, when LP&L did a study of its option, i.e., cancel the

.1-
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tbeodore larry , Assoclat••

construction, aelect alternative••uch a. coal or lignite, or upgrade exi.ting
fscllities, the Commi••ion ..nta to be advi.ed a. to the baaia on which the
decla!on ..a _de to continue to COll8truct Waterford No.3. Your report
.hould cover the least cost life cycle economic analysis of building nuclear,
coal, lignite, etc. as part of your economic analysis of the LP&L decisions
_de at various times to continue to build the nuclear generating plant.

Attached is a letter from the Jefferson ~arish Attorney in which he suggested
certain things be done by your Firm to Insure that. complete prudency
Investigation i. undertaken.

YouJ's very truly,

.• j ("
~( Ld-Ul-

•
Louis S. Quinn
Secretary

Enclosures

LSQ:mbg

cc: All parties on official service list - Docket No. U- 16945
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·JEFFERSON PARISH
LOUISIANA

ANTHONY R. MESSINA
PARISH AnOANEY April 28, 1986

Mr. Roy P. Edwards
Chief Audi tor
Louisiana Public Service Commission
One American Place
Suite 1630
Baton Rouge, LA 70825

Dear Mr. Edwards:

NEW COURTHOUSE
P.o. BOX"

GRETNA. LA 7QOS.l

TELEPHONE:
(SOC) 367-6611, X-36,

PROPERTY AcaUlSlTION
X-338

In response to your letter dated March 20, 1986, to all
intervenors, I am offering the following comments to the
Louisiana Public Service Commission concerning the prudency
review of the Louisiana Power and Light Company's Waterford No.3
construction program and related matters:

Definition of Prudency - The Commissions's RFP in Section 2,
Scope of StUdy requires that the selected firm provide its
definition of prudency. The Scope then goes on to discuss
the areas which the Commission desires to be explored. Most
current prudency investigations utilize the "reasonable man
approach" Which focuses on the actions of the company being
examined by inquiring as to whether or not the company's
conduct was reasonable at that time, under the
circumstances, giving consideration to the fact that the
company was required to solve its problems prospectively
rather than in reliance on hindsight (i.e., determining how
reasonable people would have performed the task that
confronted the company at the time of the occurrence). It
is important in conducting an objective prudency examination
that the regulatory commission does not view responses o~

the company to historical occurrences with the benefit of
hindsight that would not have been available to the company
as it proceeded with a construction effort. Generally,
prudency examinations have been conducted to determine
whether construction methods and decisions of the company's
management and the costs associated with those methods and
decisions were prUdent, under the circumstances that pre­
vailed at the time those methods were employed and those
decisions rendered. (Thus - the reasonable man approach.)

.
Areas of Prudency Review - A prudency review of a given
project should consist of three basic areas, namely, (1) the
contracts relating to the constructing of the project and
the relative ·costing of those contracts, (2) the design andOPCPOD4-13-007427
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construction of the project, and (3) management's goals and
objectives which directly influenced the project. The
general areas of prudency review consist of an examination
of the company in the discharge of its responsibilities with
respect to project planning and management, engineering and
design, construction management, quality control programs,
licensing proceedings and regulations. Inherent in auch an
examination is the difficult determination of the question
of the levels of productivity which existed throughout the
history of the construction of a particular project.

A review of the contracts executed for the project should
include analyses regarding the contractual arrangements.
Such analyses should. clearly answer the questions as to who
were the responsible parties regarding 'various contingencies
of the project. Did the contracts contain provisions for
arbitration of differences between the parties? How are
changes in design and/or construction reflected in the
contract arrangements? Are factors reflecting cost controls
such as labor contracts, overtime policies, project
schedules, cost plus or fixed fee arrangements adequately
delineated in the contracts? What method of remedies in
case of contract breach? During the design and construction'

.of the project, did the primary party have adequate personnel
with the proper skill level to perform the various reqUired
tasks and functions? What types of quality control
procedures and methods were utilized to manage and review
the project? How were changes in design either prior or
during construction handled in the process?

The proceeding two categories, contracts/costs and
design/construction, are obliquely addressed n the LPSC's
November 1985 RFP. However, the third major category which
should be contained in a prudency review namely,
identification and analysis regarding the management's goals
and objectives for the project was only casually addressed
in the LPSC's RFP. It is management's goals and objectives
which set the direction and style of the contracts, costs,
design and construction of a project. The primary objective
of management should be identified and analyzed in order to
properly determine prudency of a project. How management
also measured results of its project compared to its
objective is of extreme importance. The method of measure­
ment can and'does influence the results. Equally important
are the methodologies used to gather the data for measure­
ment of the objectives. Did management review its goals and
objectives on a regular ongoing basis to make proper
modifications during the project? The LPSC RFP does ask for
informa tion regarding whether or not LP&:L revis ited its
decision to build Waterford No.3 and only in an oblique way
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addresses tbe whole prudency to oonstruct issue. The
suggested letter to Theodore. Barry & Associates by the LPSC
states that the report should cover the least cost l1fe
cycle econom1c analys1s of bu1lding various power supply
alternatives available to LP&L. Unt11 the goals and
objectives of management on bu1lding the Waterford plant are
properly defined, the type of economic analysis needed to
review those goals and objectives cannot be defined without
possibly effecting the results of the study. Por example.
suppose the primary objective and goal of the company was to
diveraH'y its fuel mix in 'order to remove supply uncertainties.
If its then current fuel mix was its least eost source. any
other fuel would not be an economic alternative. In that
case, an economic life cycle analysis would show the decision
to be prudent. However. in reality. if the original manage­
ment objective and"goal was deemed prUdent. then an economic
life cycle analysis would not be a reasonable method for
measuring performance of the goal and object1ve.

In conclusion. Jefferson Parish takes the position that the
comments expressed should be considered seriously by the LPSC as
it relates to its desire to conduct a full prudency examination
on'the construction of LP&L's nuclear generating facility.
Waterford No.3. The Parish was unable to furnish comments back
to you prior to April 29. 1986. Consequently. in the spir1t of
attempting to assist the comments regarding its charge to
Theodore, Barry & Associates concerning the prudency investigation,
the Parish of Jefferson urges and requests that the CommiSSion
accept these comments and give them full consideration.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

Sincerely.

Anthony R. Messina
Par1sh Attorney

ARM/mv
cc: All Commissioners

All Intervenors
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Public Affairs and
Infonnation Program

Bacl<ground

'"

HISTORICAL PROFILE OF U.S. NUCLEAR POWER DEVELOPMENT

(January 1, 1986)

For commercial nuclear power reactors, this profile is 8 history of orders placed, licenses isSU&d. cancelletions and
retirements from the indUstry's beginnings in 1953 through 1985.

Reactor orders are listed by year and month. name, net megawatts electric (MWe) capacity, type. manufacturer and
operating utility. For reactors subsequently cancelled, the dats appears in the ~ft~hand margin.

Reactors that received limited work authorizations, construction permits or operating licenses from the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission are listed by yeaT and month, name, net megawatts electric (MWel capacity, type, manufactur­
er and operating utility. Reactors cancelled or retired from operation are indicated in the left-hand margin.

Reactor cancellations are listed by year, name, status (0 - order, L~ - limited work authorization. C - construction
permitl. per cent of construction completed - if any, net megawatts electric tMWe) capacity. type, manufacturer and
operating utility. \

Reactors retired from operanon are listed by 'year, name, years in operation, net megawatts electric tMWe) capacity,
type, manufacturer and operating utility.

Reactor types listed:
BWR boiling water reactor
FBR fast breeder reactor
GR graphite reactor
HTGR high temperature gas·cooled reactor
HWR heavy water reactor

Reactor manufacturers listed:
AC Allis-Chalmers
AI Atomics International
B&W Babcock. & Wilcox
CE Combustion Engineering

LMFBR
LWBR
OMR
PWR
SGR

GA
GE
PRDC
W

liquid metal fast breeder reactor
Jight water breeder reactor
organic moderator reBctor
pressurized water reactor
sodium graphite reactor

General Atomic
General Electric
Power Reactor Development Co.
Westinghouse

On page 20 is a handy, quick·reference table that summarizes pages 2-19 and shows the entire picture of historical
U.S. nuc'ear power development.

For further information, contact Ellen Nunnelee, Economist, AIF, (301) 654-9260.

Atomic Indunri.l FDrum, Inc.
7101 Wisconsin Avenue
Bethesda, MD 20814-4891
telephone: {301 J 854-9280 OPCPOD4-13-007431
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2

ORDERS PLACED

N.t
Unit MW. Typ./Mfr. Op.r.Unv UtiUty

'916
none

,.14
nDne

,.13
none

'912
none

,..,
none

,.10
none

'9"
none

'171
Dec. CaM'D1I County 1 1,120 MWe PWRIW Commonwaatth Edison OU
Dec. Carroll County 2 1,12DMWe PWRIW Commonwwatth Edison Ol)
Totsl: 2 reactors c 2.240 MWe

'977
~nceJled'SO July New Haven' 1,25OMWe PWRICE New York State Electric & Gas
CIInctllJMi 'SO July Naw Heyen 2 1,250MWe' PWRICE New York State Electric & Gas
CIIncttlJed '79 Aug. Palo Verde 4 1,270MWe PWRICE Arizona Public Service
CIIncrtJllJd'79 Aug. Palo Verde 5 1,270MWe PWRICE Arizonll Public Service

Totel: 4 reactor.; :1= 5,040 MWe INet total: O}

'971
canceJlMf'SO JUly Erie 1 1,260MWe PWRIB&W Ohio Edison
cance/irtd'SO July Erie 2 1,260MWe PWRIB&W Ohio Edison
cancellltd 'S2 June Vandalia 1,270 MWe PWRIB&W klwa Power and Ught

Total: 3 reactors =- 3,790 MWe (Net total: 0)

19'6
ancrtlllJd '77 MBY South Dade 1 1,140MWe PWRIW Florida Power & Ught
ancel/ed 77 MBY South Dede 2 ','40MWe PWRIW Florida Power & Light
canceJJrtd 78 JUly Sundesert 1 950MWe PWRIW Sen Diego Gas and Electric
cancrtJJttd 78 July Sundesert 2 950MWe PWRIW San Diego Gas and Electric

Total: 4 reactors :1= 4,1 eo MWe (Net total: 0)

'9'4
12ncfJ/i1Jd '7S .Illn. Alan Berton 3 1,170MWe BWRIGE A1abame Power
unce/led °7S Jan. Alan &rton 4 1,170MWe BWR/GE Alabama Power
c.ncell&d '78 Moy Blue Hills 2 9S0MWe PWR/CE Gulf States Utiltties ITX)
c.ncelled 77 Au~. Fort C.lhoun 2 1,1S0MWe PWRIW Omahe Public Power District
c.nctJlJIJd 79 Jun. Gl'8ene County 1,200MWe PWR/B&W Power Authority of the Stete of New York
c.ncellttd 'SO fob, Jamesport 2 ' 01S0MWe PWRIW long Island Lighting
u~IIttd'B4 Aug. MarbH!i Hill , '0130MWe PWRIW Public Service Indlan!!
unc-litKi '84 A.uQ. MarbH!i Hill 2 1,130MWe PWRIW Public: Service Indianll
une-IJed 'SO June MontBgue 1 1.1S0 MWe BWR/GE ND"hoas! Utilitios IMAI
AnCeIHtd "SO June Montllgue 2 ',1S0MWe BWR/GE North6ast Utilities «MA.l
unc-11ttd 79 Moy NEP-' 1,1S0MWe PWR!W New Englend Power (R1l
c.ncoIJ.a 79 May NEP-2 1.1S0MWe PWR!W Now EnQland Po_, (All
uncelkJd 'S2 Moy Pwb~ Springs 2 ',260MWo PWR/B&W Portlaod General a.etric
uncellttd '82 Aug. Phipps Bend , '.233MWo BWRlGE Tennessee V.ney Authority
"neelled '82 Aug. Phipps Bend 2 '.233 MWo IlWR!GE T....nesaee Valley Authority
~ncelled075 Morch 51. RoseHe , ','BOMWo HTGRIGA Louisian.8 Power &. Light
unce1J~'75 Morch St. Roselie 2 ',160 MWe HTGRIGA Louisi8n1l Power &. Ught
uf)Cff11«! '83 July Skogh 2 '.275 MWe BWR/GE Puge< Sound Pt>wor ond Ligh! Mlt<1
uncelJed77 Nov. unit , ','50 MWe PWR!W Genu.! Maine Power
analleO '75 March unit1 '.3DOMWe PWRICE Aotida Power
"neelled '75 MBrch _2 '.3ODMWe PWRICE Aoride Power
uneelJed '82 July WPPSS4 '.250MWB PWR/B&W Was htngtoo Publlc Power Supply System
a~/J.d'82 July WPPSS 5 '.240MWo PWRICE Washington Publfc Power SuPply System
unalHtd'84 Aug. V.llowC,... 1 '.2B5 MWo PWR/CE Tennessee V.a~y Authority eMS)
ance/hId "84 Aug. Vellow CI"tlM. 2 1,285 MWe PWR/CE Tennessee Valley Authority eMS)
c.nceIJed '78 JIm. Wm. H. Zimmer 2 1,150 MlNe BWR/GE Cmcinnati Gas & Electric

Tot!ll:26 I"NCtOI'1o .. 30,931 MWe tNettotal:O)
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Not
Unit MW. Typ./Mfr. O~r.tiftgUtility

'873
c.ncellMi '82 Ml!!Irch AUens CJ'Hk 1 1,200MWIl BWR/GE Houston Wghting & Power
~nceJJttd76 Ml!!Irch AJlens Creek. 2 1,160MWe BWR/GE HOtJI,ton Lighting !l Power
~ncl!ll~ '82 Doc. Bil!!lck Fo)l. 1 1,160tJIWe BWR/GE Publtc ServtCII of Oldahoml
CMJCe/l«/ '82 Doc. Black. Fox 2 1,150MWe BWR/GE Public s.rvtce ofO~
~ncelJ.d '78 Fob. Blue Hills 1 950 MWe PWR/CE Gulf SUIt. UtiIit* ITXI

July CaUaway 1 1,160 tJlWIl PWRIW Uhion a.e:tric CMO)
~~/JHi'87 July CIl1J8way 2 1,160MWe PWRIW UrMon a.etric (MOl
afJCtJlHtd '83 Apnl Cherokee 1 1,280 MWe PWR/CE ~. P'owIor (SCi
I2nctJJJMi '82 April CheroktNl 2 1.2BOMWe PWR/CE Duke Power ts Cl
c.ncelJed '82 ApMI Cherokee 3 1.2BOMWe PWR/CE Duke Power (SCI

Jan. Clinton 1 933 tJlWe BWRIGE IUinoia Power
ancelltJd '83 Jan. Clinton 2 B33 MWe BWR/GE Minoi. Power
"n~/Htd'80 Doc. Davis-Besse 2 906MWe PWRI8&W Toledo EdtaOfl
ancel/ed'SO Doc. D8vis·Besle :3 906 MWe PWR/8&W Tc»edo Edison
aneelJed'SO July Ha....n 1 9DQMWe PWRIW WisCOlWiI"l Bectric Pow.r
~/J&d,78 July Haven 2 900MWe PWRIW Wtaconaitl Dectrie Power
unte/Jed 'SO June Jamesport 1 1,150MWe PWRIW Long lslond Lighting

Feb. Millstone 3 1,1 SO MWIII PWRIW ~ort~tN~'~(Cn

Oct. Palo Verde 1 1,270MWIII PWR/CE """on> Put>1;c Sonrico
Oct. Palo V&r'Oe 2 1.270MWe PWR/CE AAzonll Public Setvice
Oct. Palo Vercle 3 1,2.70MWe PWRiCE -'rizona Public Setvice

c.nce/Jed '82 Feb. Pebble Springs 1 1.260MWe PWRI8&W Portland~IEldric
unulJ&d'S2 April Thomas L Perk.ins 1 1.2BOMWe PWR/CE Duke Power (HC)
c.ncel/~ 'S2 ApMI Thomas L Perkins 2 1.2BOMWe PWR/CE 0 ..... Powo, INC)
c.nceJJttd '82 April ThomBS L Perkins 3 1.2BOMWe PWR/CE 0 ..... Powor INC)
uncell~ '84 S""t River Bend 2 934MWe BWR/GE Gurt States Utllm. (LA)
12ncelJed '83 Doc. Skagit 1 1.275 MWe BWR/GE Pupet Sound Power WId Light (Wb.,J
c.ncelled '78 Dec. S.R. 1 1,150MWe PWR!8&W C.roiine Power &. Wght [He)
ClIncelJt!d 78 Dec, S.R.2 1,150MWe PWRlB&W C.rolinll Power &. Light [HC)
cancelJtJd 74 DeC:. S.R.3 1,150MWe PWRl8&W Carolina Power &. Light (He)

July South Texas Project 1 1,250MWe PWRIW Houston Lighting &. Power
July South Texas Project 2 1,250 MWe PWRIW Houston Lighting & Power

c.l'lcelJed 'SO July Sterling ',150MWe PWRIW Rocl'tester Gas and Eiec'tric
cancelled 79 July Tyrone 1 1.100MWe PWRIW Northem StJrtes Power (WI}

-- cancelled 74 July Tyrone 2 \ 1,100MWe PWRIW Northem Surtes Power ('WI}
cancelled 78 Nov. unit 1 (offshore) 1,150MWe PWRIW Publie Service 8ectrie WId Gas lNJ)
canceli&d '78 NOli. unit 2 (offshorel 1.1 SO MWe PWRIW Public SeMce Electric and Gas INJ)
c.neelJed '74 July Alvin W. Vogtie 3 1,100 MWe PWRIW GeorgUl Power
uncelJed '74 July Alliin W. Vogtie 4 1,100MWe PWRIW Geof9ia Power

July Wolf Creek 1.150 MWe PWRIW Kansas Gas and Electrie
July WPPSS 3 1.240 MWe PWR/CE Washington Public Power Supply System

Total: 41 rel!!lcton; a= 46,827 MWe (Net total: 10 reaeton; -= 11,933 MWe)

1972
cancelled 78 Sept. Atlantic 1 {offshore) 1,150 MWe PWRIW Public Service E~etric end Gas INJ)
cancelJed 78 Sept. Atlantic 2 loffsnorel 1,150MWe PWRIW Public Service Bectric and Gas (NJ)
~I'lcelled 77 Dec. Alan Barton 1 1.170MWe BWR/GE Alabama Power
cancelled 77 Dec. Alen Barton 2 1.170MWe BWR/GE A1abamll Power

Sept. Braidwood 1 1,120 tJlWe PWRIW Commonwealth Edison nLl
Sept. Braidwood 2 1,120MWe PWRIW Commonwealth Edison till
July Cat8wba 1 1,145MWe PWRIW Duke Power (SC)
July Catawba 2. 1,145MWe PWRIW Duke Power eSC)
Oct. Com8nche Peak 1 1,1S0MWe PWRIW Texas U1ilities Genemtlng
Oct. Cornl!!lnche Peak 2 1,150 MWe PWRIW Texas U1ilit~ Genensting

~ncelled 'S3 Nov. CR9RP 375 MWe LMFBRIW U.S. DePl!!Irtmerrt of Energy [TN}
CAneslJed 77 Sept. Douglas Point 1 1,178 M'We BWR/GE Potomac E~ricPower (MOl
cancelJed 76 Sopt Douglas Point 2 1,17B MWe BWR/GE Potomac Electric:: Power (MOl
e-~/Jt!1d74 May Eastern Desert 1 77DMWe HTGR/GA Southem Clllifomta Edt-on
uncell~74 May Eastern Desert 2 770MWe HTGR/GA Southern California Edison
~nce/Jed75 Jan. Enrico Fermi 3 1,171 MWe BWRlGE Detroit Edisoo

Jon. Gnu'ld Gulf 1 1.250MWe BWR/GE Mississippi Power & Light
Jan. Grand Gulf 2 1.2S0 MWe BWR/GE Mississippi Power &. light

uncel}ed'SO April Greenwood 2 1.264MWe PWRI8&W Detroit Edison
C/lncllIJed 'SO April Greenwood 3 1.264 MWe PWRI8&W Detroit Edison
~ncelJed '84- Doc. Hllrtsville A-1 1,233 MWe BWRIGE T..-.nessee VlJJ.ley A.utttority
~ncelh!d '84 Dec. Hert::&ville A-2 1.233MWe BWRlGE TMJneSHtl VaUey Authority
QnCtJlled'82 Doc. HertsviUe B-1 1,233 MWe BWRlGE Ttmrlll$Ne Valley A.uthority
uncalled '82 Doc. HertsviUIl B-2 1.233MWe BWR/GE Tennl!l$PIl Valley Authority

June
"""" 1

1.20S MWIl BWR/GE C"'velancI Bec:tric Illuminating
June

"""" 2
1.205 MWe BWRlGE C~velandBectric Illuminating

unce/Jed '72 Penyman 1 BBOMWe PWR/CE Battimore Gas and Bectric
anctJ/~'72 Penyman 2 BBOMWe PWR/CE Baltimore Gas and Bectric
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Unit MW. Typa/Mfr. Op.r.ting UtlUty

, '72 continued

c.~'h1d·81 M.rch Pilgrim 2 1,1S0MWIl PWR/CE ao.ton Edison
unc~/~ 74 Dec. QUllnicau8e , 1,150MWe PWRfW ConaumeB Power 0JI1l
CII~/Jftf 74 Doc. Quanicanee 2 1,1S0MWe PWRfW Consl.Jl"Mors Power eMil

June River Bend 1 934MWe BWR/GE GuH S""es Utili_ lLAl
Nov, St. Lucie 2 786 tJlWe PWR/CE Fk>rida Power && Light
June Seabtook 1 1,150 MWe PWRfW Publ,c Service of I'rMw t-Wmp5hire
June Subrook2 1,1S0MWe PWRfW PlJblic Service of trMw HM'npahinl

CM>C011od 77 Sept. Surry 3 882MWe PWRfW Virginia E~ric~ Power
CII~/~'77 Sept. Surry 4 BB2 Mwe PWRfW Virginia E.ctric.ml Power

Nov. WPP55, 1.250MWe PWRl8!oW Washington Public Pow.r Supply SValern

Total: 38 raactOl'l • 41.526 MWe (Net total: 15 reactors. 17.010 MWe)

'87'
Sept. Beaver Valley 2 836MWe PWRfW Duquosno Ugh. (PAl
April Byron 1 1.120MWe PWRfW Commonweatth Edraon au
April Byron 2 1.120MWe PWRfW Commonwealth EdiaOl'1 (IU

ante/Jed 72 Crylltal River 4 91QMWe PWR/B&W Florida Power
CIIm:.JJed 75 Aug futton 1 1,160MWe HTGR/GA Philedetphill Bectric
c.ncflJlIId 75 Aug. Fulton 2 1.1aoMWe HTGR/GA Philadelphia Bectric

April ShNron Harris 1 90QMWe PWRfW Carolina Power &. Light (NCI
CMnce/1#Jd ~3 April Shearon Hams 2 900MWe PWRfW Carolina Power &. Ught (NCl
CMnce/J«! '8 1 April Shearon HarTis 3 900MWe PWR!W Carolina Power &. Ught lNCI
CM)CelJlJd '81 April Shearon Haml> 4 900MWe PWRfW Cllroiina Power &. Ught INCI

Sept Nine Mile Point 2 l.,OBOMWe BWR/GE Nilgara Mohawk Powtor
unceJJed "82 April North Anna 3 907 Mwe PWRIB&W VKgi~ Electric~ Power
CMncelled '8D April North Annll4 907MWe PWR/B&W Virginis Eleetric and Power

Feb. Virgil C. Summer' 900MWe PWR/W South Carolina Eiec1:ric &. Gas
r2ncellfJd '15 Dec. Summit' 770MWe HTGR/GA Delmarva Power & Light toEI
CIIncelled 75 Dec. Summit 2 770MWe HTGR/GA OtlI:ml!lNZl Power & Ught IDE)
c.1JCfJ11ed 79 Feb. unit , "168 MWe BWR/GE hcific Gas. and Beetric (CA)
ClIncelJe(j 79 Feb. unit 2 ',1S8MWe BWR/GE Pacific Gas -.d Eiectric fCAl

Sept. Alvin W. Vogtle 1 1,'OOMWe PWRfW Georgia Power
Sop\. Alvin W. Voptle 2 ','OOMWe PWflfW Georgia Power
March WPP552 '.100MWe BWR/GE Washington Public Power Supply System

Total: 21 reactol'!i ~ 20,876 MWe (Net total: 9 re&CtOni ~ 9.256MWoI

AA:Bnsas Power & Ught
Tennessee Valley Authority tALl
Tennessee Valltly Authority tAll
A1Itbama Power
Georgie Power
Puerto Rico water Resources Authority
Commonwealth Edison till
CGmmonwealth Edison IILl
Virginia Electric Power
Southern Califomia Edison
Southern Califomie Edison
Louisiane Power &: Light
TelYle558e Valley .A.uthority
Tennessee Valley A.uthority

912 MW. PWR/CE
1.213 MWe PWRIB&W
1.2,3MWe PWRIB&W

860 MWe PWRIW
790 MWe BWR/GE
583 MWe pWRJ\N

, ,078 MWe BWR/GE
1,078 MWe BWR/GE

B9D Mwe PWRfW
'1,10QMWe PWR/CE
1,100MWe PWR/CE
','04 MWe PWR/CE
1,177MWe PWR/W
1,177 MWe PWRIW

(Net total: 13 reactors .. 13,692 MWe}

1970
May Arkansas Nuclear One·2
Aug. BeI~onte ,
Aug. Bellefonte 2
Dec. Joseph M. Farley 2
Feb. Edwin I. Hatch 2
Mey islote
M8Y uSslle 1
May uSalle 2
Jan. North Anne 2
Jan, Sen Onofre 2
Jen. S8n Onofre 3
Sept. Waterford 3
Aug, Welts Ber 1
Aug. Watts Bar 2

Total: 14 reactors s:- 14,275 MWe

c:ancelkd 78

'989
Mey JOJl,eph M. Farley' B6QMWe PWRfW

u~/hfd'80 Dec. Fomed River' 1.'BBMWe PWR/CE
Aug. Hope Creek 1 1,067 MWe BWR/GE

ClInc~JJed '81 Aug. Hope CrMJk 2 1,067 MWe BWR/GE
Noy. William McGuire , ','BOMWo PWRfW
Nov, William McGuire 2 1,1BOMWe PWRfW

tMH:IJIIJd '84 Sep\. Wm. H. Zimmer '1 S'OMWe BWR/GE

Total: 7 reactors .. 7.332 MWe tNet tom!: 4 reactol1i ~ ~,2B7 MWoI

'988
Jen. BI"Ufl5wick , 790MWe BWR/GE
Jan. Brunswick 2 790MWe BWRlGE
Oct. D8vis-Besse , 89QMWe PWR/B&W
July Diablo Canyon 2 1.106MWe PWRfW
Fob. OUllne Arnold 638 MWe BWR/GE
Aug. Enrico Fermi 2 1,139MWe BWR/GE
Dec. James A. FitzpBtriek 821 MWe BWR/GE
May Midland , 425 Mwe PWRIB&W
....y Midland 2 80B MWe PWR!B&W

Alabame Power
Jersey Central Power &: Light
Public Service EkK=tric ~d Gas (NJ)
Public Service Electric and GM (NJl
Duke Power (NC)
Duke Power (NC)
Cincinnati Gas .& Bec:tric

C.roJina Power &. LJght INC)
Carolins Power &. Ught (NC)
Toiedo Edis.on
Pacific Gas & Bectric(CAl
~ Bectric Light and Power
Detroh: Edison
New YOrk Power .4.uthority
Constmoe~ Power (MIl
COnsumeD Power eMil
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April
April
May
May
Nov.

Unk

, 96B cDntinued
Nue~r4

Nucl..r 5
Sequoyeh 1
Sequoyah 2
Susquehanna 1
Susquehanna 2
Trojan

ToUl\; 16 ....ctors II:: 15.063 MWe

Typo/Mfr.

1.115MWe BWR/GE
to' '5 MWe BWR/GE
1,148 MWe. PWR/W
, . , 48 MWe PWRIW
, ,050 MWe BWR/GE
1.050 MWe BWR/GE
1,130MWe PWRfW

INtlt total: 14 reactOr5 • , 2.833 MWe)

Op....ting Utlltty

Consolidatld E.dtson of New York. tnc.
Comolidated Edison of N,ew York. 'nco
1.""..essee \/.IMt'r' Authority
Tennessee Valley Authority
Pannl.ytvania Po~r &. Ught
~.ytllMilitPow.r & Ught
PDrtlllnd General a.etric

,.17
April Ark.ansas Nudeer On&-1 . BSDMWe PWRIB~W A.rltJins. Power '- Light

~/Htd#81 Jan. Bailly Nuclear 1 644 tJJWe BWRIGE Northern lnchana Public Service
Sept. Beaver Velley 1 833 MWe PWRIW DUQuesne Ught (PAl

uncellMl '72 March Boll 838 MWe BWRIGE New Yori:. State Bectric &. Gas
June Browm Ferry 3 1,067 tJlWe BWRIGE Tenoeuee Valley Authority tAU
May C.vert Cliff, 1 845 MW. PWR/CE Battimore Gas. and E~ric
May Cal...rt Cliffs 2 845 MWe PWRICE 9.attimore Gas and Bectric
July Donold C. Cook 1 1,030MWa PWR!W nctian. &. Michigan E*=tric (Mil
July Donald C. Cook 2 1,100MWe PWRIW mdiene & Mtchigan E1ectric CMIl
April C"""'" 778 MWe BWRIGE JMbraslul Pub~ic Power Oi_triet
Fob. Crystal River 3 880MWe 1'WR_W Aorida Power
Dec. Edwin l. Hatch 1 786MWe BWRIGE Georgie Power
April mchan Point 3 965 MWe PWR!W New York Power Authority
Fob Kewaunee 535MWe PWRIW Wi£consin Public Service
Oct. Umer1cK 1 1.055MWe llWRIGE PhUadetphill aectrie
Oct. Umerick 2 1,055 MWe BWR/GE Philadelphia 8ectric
Feb. M.aine Yankee B25MWe PWRICE Maine Yankee Atomic Power
Dec. Millstone 2 869 MWe PWR/CE Northeast Utilities leTl
Oct. North Anna 1 877 MWe PWRIW Virginia Bectric and Power
May Oconee 3 SeOMWe PWR/B&W Duke Power (SC}
Fob. Point SeBch 2 497 MWe PWRIW Wsconsin Eiectric Power (WI)
Feb. Prairie island 1 530MWe PWRIW Northern States Power rMN)
June Prairie island 2 530MWe PWRIW .-orthem States Power WIN)
Aug. Rancho Seeo 1 91B MWe PWRIMW Sacrarneoto Municipal Utility Oist
Dec. St. Lucie 1 822MWe PWR/CE Flol1'da Power & Light
May Salem 2 1,11SMWe PWRIB&W Public Service Eeetric and Gas (NJ)
Feb. Shoreham 846MWe BWR/GE Long island Ughting
Feb. ThrBe Mite Is-lend 2 906 MWe PWR_W Metropolitan Edison (pAl
April Turkey Paim 4 B65MW. PWRIW Florida Power &. Ligh1
Fob. Zion 1 1.040MWe PWRIW Commonwea'th Edison (ILl
July Zion 2 1.040MWe PWRIW Commonwealth Edi50n tiLl

Total: 31 reactors = 26.447 MWe INet total: 29 r8acton; -= 24,965 MWel

1966
June Browns Ferry 1 1,067 MWe BWRIGE Tennessee Valley Authority (AU
June Browns Ferry 2 1,067 MWe BWRIGE Tennes&ee Valley Authority (AU
No.... Diablo Canyon 1 ',084 MWe PWRIW Pacific Gas & aectric (CA)
Jen. Dresden 3 794 MWe BWRIGE Commonwealth Edison ilL)
Oct. Fort Calhoun' 486 MWe PWRICE Omaha Public Power District
April Monticello 545 MWe BWRIGE Northern States Power (MNl
July Oconee 1 860MWe PWRIIl&W Duke Power [SC)
July Oconee 2 B60MW. PWRIB&W Duke Power (SCI
.lan. Palisades 757 MWe PWRICE Constxnen; Power Will
Aug. Peach Bottom 2 1,065 MWe BWRIGE Philadelphill Bectric
Aug. Peach Bottom 3 1.065 MWe BWRlGE PhiJ.adeiphill: .Beetric
feb. Point Beech 1 497 MWe PWRIW Wisconsin Bectric Power (w1l
April Ouad Cm.. , 789 MWe SWRfGE Commonwealth Edts.on UU
July Quad Cm.. 2 7B9 Mwe BWRIGE Commonwealth Edison au
Jan. H.B. Robinson 2 665 MW. PWRIW Carolina Power &: Ught (SC)
Aug. Salam 1 1.090MWe PWRIW Publ~ Service Bectric IIOd Gas tNJl
Oct. Surry 1 775 MW. PWRIW Virginia Bectric .-w::I Power
Oct. Surry 2 775MWB PWRIW Virginla Electric M)Cl Power
No.... Three Mile lsIand 1 B19MWe PWR_W MetropoIitBn Edison {pAl
Aug. Vermont V..kee S14MWe BWRlGE Vermont V..,kee Nuclear Power

Total: 20 J1lacton; • 16.363 MWe

1BI6
Fob. o.-dan2 794MWe BWRiGE Commonweatth Edison bLl
March FDrt 51. V,.n 330MWe HTGRIGA Public SeMce· of CokK'ado
Aug. Robert E. GiI"Jllll A70MWe PWR!W R()Chester Gas 8nd Bectric
No.... Indian Potnt 2 B73MWe PWRNo/ Consold~edEdison of New Vork.lnc.
SopL Millstone 1 660Mwe BWRiGE No_t~ICTJ

Aug. P~rim 1 670MWe BWRIGE 8of;ton Edison
No.... Tui<ay Point 3 665Mwe PWRIW Fronde Power &. Light

ToteL 7 f'8ICi.cn • 4,463 MWe OPCPOD4-13-007435



Unit

,....
none

'863
April Hanford-N
Oct. Nine Mile Point 1
Dec. Oyster Cl"Hk
Jan. San Onofre 1

TOUlI: ~ reaclOB -= 2.566 Mwe

'.62
Dec. H.addam Neck
June leCrone
Total: 2 reactot'S .. 632 MWe

1961
none

Net
MW.

860MWe
620MWe
650MWe
436MWe

582MWe
SOMWe

Type/Mfr.

GR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W

PWR/W
BWR/AC

DOE & Washington Public Power Supply Syst8llTl
Niagara Mohn~kPo...,-
Jersey c.mral Power" Light
SoLJthem California Edison

Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power
Oairyland Power Coop. (WI}

~ri~d '68
1960
Jl!ln. BONUS 17 MWe

ToUtl: 1 reactor = 17 MWe INet totel: 0)

BWR/CE DOE 81 Puen.o Rico Water Resources

1959
Dec. Big Rock Point 63MWe BWR/GE

rerired '67 Jan. CVTR 17MWe HWR/W
~tlTeci '66 June Piqua " MWe OMR/AI

Total: 3 reactors &: 91 MWe (Net total: , reactor =' 63 Mwe)

195B
mtlred '58 June Elk. River 22MWe BWR/AC
retired '83 Feb. Humboldt Bay 65MWe BWR/GE
retired '74 No\!. Peach Bottom' 4DMWe HTGRIGA

TotaL 3 reactors 127 MWe (Net total: 01,
1957

retired '64 Sept. Hallam 75MWe SGR/AI
retired '67 May Pathfmder 59MWe eWR/AC

Totsl. 2 reactors &: 134 MWe (Net toml: 0)

Consumers Power (Nil)
Carolinas~VtrgiNZI Nuclear Power Assoc. (SC)
DOE & City of Piqua, Ohio

DOE &: Rural Cooperatr.re Power Assoc. IMN)
Pacific Gas & Electric (CA)
Philadelphie Electric

DOE &: Consumers Public Power District (NEl
Northern States Power (SCl

1956
June Yankee Rowe

Total , reactor = , 75 MWe

175 MWe PWR/W Yankee Atomic Electric lMAI

retired '84
retlfed '72
rel/red '80

1955
july
April
Feb

Total

1954
none

Dresden 1
Enrico Fermi 1
Indian Pomt 1

3 reactors = 533 MWe (Net total

207 MWe
6' MWe

265 MWe

0)

BWRIGE
FBR/PRDC
PWR/B&W

Commonwealth Edison ilL)
Power Reactor Development IMIl
Consolidated Edison of New York, Inc.

retired '82
1953
July Shippingport 60 MWe

Total· 1 reactor = 60 MWe (Net total: 0)

LWBR/W DOE & Duquesne Light (PAl

OPCPOD4-13-007436



Lhnit.d Work. AuthDriut~on.
7

LIMITED WORK AUTHORIZATIONS ISSUED

Unit

' ••1
none

,..~
none

'''3
~~IIMf'B3 Mey CRBRP

,..2
none

N.t
MW.

375 MWe ).MFBRIW u.s. Department of EMIVY

,..,
none

,..0
none

'B7.
none

,.78
CIl~/J~d '82 July Blaek Fox 1 1,'50MWe BWRIGE
~ncelIHl '82 Julv Black Fox 2 ",50 Mwe BWRIGE
(;IJnc~lItld '84 Fob, Yellow Creek , ',285 MWe PWRiCE
cllncellHl '84 Fob, Vellow Creek 2 1.285 MWe PWRICE

Total: 4 reactors = 4,870MWe (Net toml: 0)

1877
CIlncellt+d '84 Aug MBrbk!! Hill , ',130 Mwe PWRIW
c8~JJed '84 Aug M8rble Hill 2 ',130MWe PWRIW
CIlnc~lIt'Jd '82 Oct Phipps Bend , 1,233 MWe BWRIGE
CIlnce/Jed '82 Oct, Phipps Bend 2- ',233 MWe BWRIGE

April WPPSS 3 1,240MWe .PWRICE
CIlncelled '82 April WPPSS 5 1,240MWe PWRICE

Total: 6 reactors = 7,206 MWe tNet totel: 1 reactor ~ 1,240 MWel

1978
CIIncelled '83 May Cherokee , 1,2BO MWe PWRICE
una,~'82 Mey Cherokee 2- 1,280MWe PWRICE
cancellt'Jd '82 May Cherokee 3 ',280MWe PWRICE
cancelled '84 April H8rts....ine A-' 1,233 MWe BWRIGE
CIIncelJec:I '84 April Harts....iIle A-2 1,233 MWe BWRIGE
Clmc~lJ~d '82 April H8rtsvil~B-' 1,233 MWe BWRIGE
CBrlcelfed '82 April H8rtsville B-2 ',233 MWe BWRIGE

TotBl: 7 reactors ~ e,772MWe (Net total: OJ

Public Service of Oldahot'TUl
Public Service of Oklahomll
Tennessee VaHey Authority (MS)
Tennessee Valley Authority (MSI

Public Service Indiana
Public Service Indiillna
Tennessee VaHey Authority
Tennessee VlIlley Authority
Washington Public Power Supply System
Washington Public Power Supply System

Duke Power (SC)
Duke Power (SC)
Duke Power (SC)
TennesSflll!! Valley Authority
Tennessee Valley Authority
Tennessee Valley Authority
Tennessee Valley Authority

CIIncl/lled '81

ancelJed '83
CAncelled -SO
c.~/led'SO

Qnce"~75

c.~/JMJ 75

ancelJed 'S2

1875
Jan. Bn!lidwood 1
J8t1. Brllidwood 2
Dec. Byron'
Dec. Byron 2
AUQ. CallaWZlV 1
Aug. ClIIl8W1ly 2
Oct. Clinton 1
Oct. Clinton 2
Dec. DlIvis-Besse 2
Dec. Davis-Besse 3
Oct. Perry'
Oct Perry 2
Sept. River Bend 1
Sept. River Bend 2
March St. Lucie 2
Aug. South Texas Project 1
Aug. South Texa6 Project 2
Aug. Summit 1
Aug. Summit 2
Aug. WPPSS 1
Aug. WPPSS4

iotztl: 21 reactors -= 22..062 MWe

1,120 MWe PWRIW
1.120 MWe PWRIW
1,'20 MWe PWRIW
1,120 MWe PWR/W
1.1S0 MWe PWR/W
1. 1S0 MWe PWR/W

933 MWe BWRIGE
933 MWe SWR/GE
906 MWe PWRIB&W
906 MWe PWR/B&W

1.205 Mwe BWRIGE
1,205 MWe BWRlGE

934 MWe BWRIGE
934 MWe BWR/GE
786 MWe PWR/CE

1.250 MWe PWRfW
1,2S0 MWe P'WRIW

770 MWe HTGRIGA
770 MWB HTGRIGA

1,2S0 MWe PWR1B&W
1.250 MWe PWR/B&W

fNettDtBl: 13 reactors a: 14.433 MWe)

CommonW88lth Edison (IL)
Commonwealth Edison tiLl
Commonwulth Edison tiL)
Commonwealth Edison nL)
Union Bectric (MOl
Union Ektctric (MOl
Alinois Power
A1inois Power
Toledo Edison
T~edoEdis.on

Cieveland Bectric lIIumintrttng
Cieveland EMdric UiuminBt.ing
GuH States Utilities Q...A)
Gulf Sutes Utilities (LA)

FloridB f't>w8' & UQht
HoU5ton Lighting &. Power
Houston Lighting & Power
Delmarve Power & Light (DEl
DelmZII'Vil Power &: LJght (DEl
Washington Public Power Supply System
Washington Public Power Supply System

OPCPOD4-13-007437



Liml1ad Work AuthorizatiDn.
S

Unit Type/Mfr, Operating UtUtty

~nctlIJtKf'83
e-ncelled'g1
~~IJIKi'81

t2nce1J&d74
c.ncelJtd 74

, 117..
Sept BelN!lfonte 1
Sept. Bellefonte 2
May Cmwba 1
May CBtawbe 2
Oct. Comanche PPk 1
Oct. Comenche Peak 2
May Grand Gulf 1
Mey Grllnd Gulf 2
Jan Shearon Herris 1
Jan Shelton Herris 2
Jan ShNron Harris .3
Jan Shellron Harris 4
June Millstone 3
Oct. Surry .3
Oct. Suny 4
May Alvin W. VogUe 1
May Alvin W. VogUe 2
May Alvin W. Vogtle 3
May Alvin W. Vogue 4
May Wsteriord 3

Total: 20 reactors a: 21,534 MWe

1,213 MWe PWR/8&W
1,213 MWe PWR/B&W
1,1 45 MWe PWR/W
1.145 MWe PWR/W
1,1S0MWe PWRfW
1,150 MWe PWRIW
1 .250 MWe BWR/GE
1,260 MWe BWR/GE

900 MWe PWRIW
900 MWe PWRIW

-900 MWe PWRIW
900MW. PWRIW

'.1 50 MWe PWAIW
BB2 MW. PWRrw
882 MWe PWR/W

1,100MWo ~rw

1,100 MWe PWR/W
1.100 MWe PWRfW
',100 MWo PWRrw
1,104MWo PWR/CE

(Net total: 13 reactors 'a:. 14.B701\.4We)

TenneslMl Van• ."lwthority (A,Ll
T..1Muee Valley Authority (All
Dukll Power ts C)
Dukll Power we)
Texas Utilnies GM'lIoting
Taxas Utilities Generating
Mruissippi Power II.: Light
Miniuippi Power .. Ught
Carolina Power & Light fNC)
Carolina Power" Light INC)
Carolina Power &. Light INC}
Carolina Power & Light lNC)
NortheaSt Utilities CCT)
Virililnill Bectric and Power
Virginia Electric .-.d Power
Georgia Power
Georgia Power
Georgia Power
Georgia Power
Louisiana Power & Ught

OPCPOD4-13-007438



CONSTRUCTION PERMITS ISSUED

CDn8truction "-""Its
9

,....
none

'''3
none

' ••2
none

,..,
none

,"0
none

Unit
No'
MW. Type/Mfr.

c.~II&d'BO

CM'IClIJJtKf 'SO

,."
Jan. Jamesport 1
Jan. Jamespon 2
Total: 2 reaeto~ c 2.300MWe

1,1SOMWe
1,1SOMWe

(Net toml: 0)

PWR/w
PWR/w

Long bland Wghting
Long tsland Lighting

ClI~JJ~'83

c.~/~'81

c.nt::.eIJttd 's 1
a~JIttd'84

anallN'84
~ncellttd '82
uncelJtHJ '82

ClI~JJed'82
ClIncelhM '82
~naJJed'84

ClI~JJed '84

unceJled '83
. "nceJJed '82
anceHed '82
CMlCelied '84
ClInceJJed '84
cancelJed '82
CIIncelied '82

aocelJed 'SO
ClIf)Cl!IJed 79

18"
Jan. Shearon Harris 1
Jan. Shearon Harris .2
Jan. She!lron Hams 3
Jan. Snearon H8rtis 4
April Marbte Hill 1
April Marb~Hill 2
Jan. Phipps Bend 1
Jan. Phipps kid 2
April WPPSS 3
Feb. WPPSS 4
April WPPSS S
Nov. Yellow Creek 1
NOli. Yellow Creek. 2

Total: 13 reactors ... 14.626 MWe

'977
Dec. Cheorokee 1
Dec: Cherokee 2
Dec. Cherokee 3
Mey H8l"ll>vilte A-1
May HertslliUe A-2
May HartsviUe B- 1
May Hartsvme B-2
May PerT)' 1
May Perry 2
March River Bend 1 ril .. ~
March RiWlr Bend 2
May St. Lucie .2
Sept. Ster1ing
Dec. Tyrone 1
May WolfC"-

Total: 15 reactors • 17.,236MWe

900MWe
900MWe
90QMWe
900MWe

1,130MWe
1,130MWe
1,233MWe
1.233MWe
1,240MWe
1,250MWe
1,240MWe
1.285 MWe
1,285 MWe

(Net toUlI: 2 reactors

1.280MWe
1.280MWe
'.280MWe
1,233 MWe
1.233MWe
1,233 MWe
1.233 MWe
1,205 MWe
1.205 MWe

934MWe
934MWe
786MWe

1,1S0MWe
1.'OOMWe
','SOMWe

tNet total: 5 J1l;actol"5

PWR/w
PWR/w
PWR/w
PWRIW
PWR/w
PWR/w
8WRIGE
BWRIGE
PWRICE
PWR/B&W
PWRICE
PWRICE
PWRICE

.. 2,1oWMWeJ

PWRICE
PWRICE
PWRICE
BWRIGE
SWRIGE
8WRIGE
8WRIGE
8WRIGE
SWRIGE
8WR/GE
8WR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/w
PWR/w
f'WRIW

K S.280MWeJ

Caroline Power &: Light tNC}
Carolina Power & Light (NC)
Cerolina Power & Ught (N C)

Carolina Power & Ught tN C)
Public Service tndlan8
Public Service indiana
Tennessee Valley Jwthority
Tennessee V..ley Authority
Washington Public Power Supply System
Washington Public: Power Supply System
Washington Public Power Supply System
Tennessee VaHey Authority eMS)
TWlnessee Vaney A.uthority IMSI

Duke Power ts Cl
Duke Power (S C)
Duke Power (SC)
Tennessee Valley Authority
TennlBSSM Valley Authority
Tennessee Valley Authority
Tennessee Valley Authority
Cleveland Etectric Uluminating
Cleveland Electric Uluminating
Gulf Stetes Utilities (lAJ
Gulf States Utilities lLAl
Rorida Power & light
Rochester Gas and 8ectric
Northern States Power tNt)
Kansas Gas and Electric

~'Ied'B3

'171
April Callaway 1
April C8IlaWllY 2
Feb. Clinton 1
Feb. Clinton .2
May Palo Ven:loe.'
May P'Illo 'IJert:ie .2
May P.lo v.roe 3
JUy SoB_'
JUy _2
Total: S reactors ... 1O.27f1 MWe

1,1S0MWe
1.1S0MWe

933 MWe
933MWe

1,270MWe
1.270MWe
1.270MWe
1.1SOMWe
1.1 SO MWe

lNettotal: 7 reaclcm

f'WRIW
PWR/w
SWRIGE
SWRIGE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
f'WRIW
f'WRIW

.8,193MWeJ

Union Electric WID)
Union Electric (MO)
IlinDis Power
llinois Power
ArizOIlII Public Service
Arizona Pub~ Service
Arizona PLblic SeMce
Publk: Service of New H.npshirtl
Public Service of New Hwnpshirll

OPCPOD4-13-007439



CDnst:ruction "'rmlta
10

Unit
N.t
MW. Type/Mfr.

'875
Dec, 8,..idwooo 1
Dec. 8nHdwoDd 2
Dec. 8yron 1
Dec. Byron 2
Aug Catawba 1
Aug. Catewbm 2
Dec. Soutll Texas Pro;ect 1
Dec. South Texas Project 2
Dec. Wl'PSS 1
Totll: 9 reactors ao 10.520 MWe

1.120MWI!!
1.120MWe
1,12QMWe
1,12QMWII
1.145 MWe
1,1045 MWe
1.250 MWe
1.250MWe
1.250MWe

PWRfW
PWRfW
PWRfW
PWRfW
PWRIW
PWRfW
PWRIW
PWRfW
PWRIB&W

Commonwealth EdisMl IIJ
Common....th Ediaoon tu
CDmmonW'Nl1h Ediaon IL)

Commonwealth EdiD5n IL.l
Duke Po~ esCl
Duke Power esC)
Houston Lighting &:~
Houston lJg:hting &~
Washington PuI:Mic Poweor Supply System

anuJJIJd'B 1

aoctJlltJd '82
CIIncellltd '80
c.f)CiJlltJd 77
ancelJItd 77

CIInceIJ«i '74
CIIm:t!/Jed 74

187.
May Bailly Nuclear 1
May Bealtltr "aUey 2
Dec. a.Uefonte 1
Dec. BeUetonte 2
Dec. Comanche Peak 1
Dec. Comanche Puk. 2
Sept. Grand Gutf 1
Sept. Gnlnd Gulf 2
Nov. Hope Creek 1
No\>'. Hope Creek 2
June Urnerick. 1
June Limerick 2
.<wg. Millstone 3
June Nine Mile Point 2
July North Anne 3
July North AnnI 4
Dec. Suny 3
Dec. Surry 4
June Alvin W. VogUe 1
June Alvin W. VogUe 2
June AMn W. Vogtte 3
.June Alvin W. \logtie 4
Nov. Waterford 3

Tots!: 23 reactors = 24,262 MWe

ll44 MW. BWRIGE
836 MWe PWRfW

t.21 3 MWe PWR/B&W
1.213 MWe -PWR/B&W
1.150 MWe PWRfW
1.150 MWe PWR!W
1.250MWe BWRIGE
t .250 MWe BWRIGE
1.067 MWe BWRIGE
t .067 MWe BWRIGE
1.055 MWe BWRIGE
1.055 MWe BWRIGE
1.150MWe PWRfW
1.080 MWe BWRIGE

907 MWe PWR/B&W
907 MWe PWFVB&W
882 MWe P"HRfW
882 MWe PWRfW

t.100 MWe PWRfW
1.'OOMWe PWRfW
1,100 MWe PWRNt/
1,'00 MINe 'pWpJW
1,104MWe PWRICE

(NtrttotaL 15ructors -= 16,773MWel

Northern bldLeiu PLbIM: Swvice
DuqLJeSrM Light (PA)
Tennestee Valley Au1hority tAU
T_.... Volley Authority (AU
Tex. Utilities GIlnerating
Tax.. Utilities Gec•• tililg
Mississippi Power & Ugtrt
Mtnissippi Power & Lighl
Public Sttnnce 8ectric and Ga5 INJ)
Public Swvice Bld:ric -.1 Gas INJ}
PhilaOelphil!l Bec'tric
Phit.Oelphill a.etric
Northeast lt1:ilit*: len
Ni.agBre Mohllwk Power
Virginia Beetric: Md Powe!'
Virginie eectric -.d PoW'II!'
Virgind. Bectric .,)(I Pow.
Virginia EIectric..cl Pow.
Georgill flower
Georgia Power
Georgia Power
Georgia Power
Louisiana Power &. Upht

!
.I

,973
July Forked Ri1l8r 1
Sept. laSalle 1
Sept laS"," 2
Feb. William McGuire 1
Feb. William McGuire 2
Oct. San Onofre 2
Oct. San Onofre 3
April Shoreham
March Virgil C. Summer 1
Nov. Susquehanna 1
Nov. Susquehanna 2
Jan. Watts 88r 1
Jan. Watts Bar 2
March WPPSS 2

Total: 14 reactors ao 15,184MWe

t.168MWe PWRICE
t .078 MWe BWRIGE
1.07B MWe BWRIGE
,.180MWe PWRfW
1.1 80 MWe P'tNR!W
1.100 MWe PWRICE
1.100 MWe PWR/CE

846 MWe BWR/GE
900 MWe PWRfW

, .OSO MWe BWR/GE
t .050 MWll BWRIGE
1,177 MWe PWR/W
1,177 MWe PWRfW
1.100Mwe BWR/GE

INettoul: 13 reactors ~ 14.016 M'Ne)

Jer$ey Central Power &. Light
Commonwealth Edison IU
Commonwealth Edison IlL}
Duke Power INC)
t>uke Power INC)
Southem California Edi50n
Southern California Edi5or,
Long isLand Lighting
South Carolina Bectric &. Gas
Pannsylvanill Power & L¢t
Pennsytvanill Power & Ught
TenllBSs.ee Valley Authority
Tennessee Vaf~y Authority
Washington PlJI:>lic Power SupplV System

Arkansas Power & Light
Alabamll Power
Alabamll Power
Detroit Edison
Georgia Power
Consumen; Power Will
Cons....... _ ...n
Cincimfii Gas & Bectric

PWRICE
PWRfW
PWRfW
BWRIGE
BWRIGE
PWR/B&W
PWRIB&W
BWRIGE

• 5.794MWeJ

912 MWe
B60MWll
860MWe

1.139 MWe
790MWe
425 MWe
80BMWe
B1 0 MWe

INet totaL 7 reactors

1872
Dec. ArkBnsllS Nuclear 00&-2
Aug. Joseph M. Fariey 1
Aug. Joseph M. FarieV 2
Sept. Enrico Fermi 2
Dec. Edwin l. Hatch 2
Dec. M;dUlnd 1
Dec. M;dland 2
Oct. Wm. H. Zimmer 1
Total: e reactOI"$ ao 6,604 MWe

,B7t
March Oevi:s-Besse 1
Feb. North Anl8 1
Feb. North Anna 2
Feb. Trojan
Total: 4f'NCtOrs • 3,787 MWe

B90MWe
B77 MWe
890MWe

1,130 MtIh

PWR!B&w
PWRfW
PWR!W
PWR!W

Toledo Edison
Vtrginill a.et:ric .-lei Pow-­
Vkginia Electric .-w;I fIrow.Ir'
Portiond _ Boctrie

OPCPOD4-13-007440



CDnnructktn "''''''l"ta
"

N.'
Unit MW. Ty,../Mfr. Op.ratiftG UtlltTy

'.70
June 8uver Valley 1 833MWe PWRIW Duquesne Ught fPAl
Fob. BrunsWick 1 790MWe 8WR/GE Carolrn. Power & Light INC)
Fob. .Brunswick 2 790MWe IlWR/GE C.robna~ &. Ught INC)
Dec. Diablo C..,von 2 1,'06 MWe PWRIW Paciht Gas ... a.etric (CAl
June DuaneAmokl -538 MWe 8WR/GE iow. e.ctric Light .-.d Power
MIly Jam_ A.. FitZpatrick 82, MWe 8WR/GE New Yon. Powc Authortty
Doc. Mmstone 2 8119 MWe PWR/CE NQI1_'UtiIit*ICn
July St. Lucil! , 822MWe PWR/CE F~ridI Power II. Ught
May SequoYllh 1 1,1048MWe PWRIW Tennesne V.....y "'-uthority
MIly S8Quoyah 2 1,148MWe PWRIW TIMV1D"- V....YAuthority
Total: ,O,..Ct01"5 ., 8.865 MWe

,.ee
July Cal..,." Ciifu- 1 845MWe PWR/CE B.attirnore Gas end Electric
July C.lve" Clitts 2 845MWe PWR/CE B.8t1imore Gas Md Eklctric
MIl"," I>onald C. Cook , ',D30MWe PWRIW Indi8na & Michipen a.etric ~Il

M.rch Donold C. Cool 2 ',100 MWe PWRIW tnd'-na &.Mdl~ EJectric (MI)
Sept Edwin I. Hatch 1 786MWe IlWRIGE G.orv"-Aug. Indian Point 3 965MWe PWRIW New York Pow.r Authority
Now. Three MiNI tslWlCl 2 906MWe PWR!B&W .....ropoIitan Edison !PAl
Total: 7 rNetors ., 6.477 MWe

,98S
Dec. At1r.ansas Nudaar One-' 850MWe . PWR!B&W Ar1c.WlSl!IIS Power &. Ught
July Browns Ferry 3 ',067 MWe IlWR/GE T...-... VoI"y Authority tALI
June eoo.- 779MWe BWR/GE Nebruk:a Public Power District
Sept. Crystal Ri'Mr 3 880MWe PWR!B&W Florida Power
April Diablo Cslyon , 1,084MWe PWRIW _c Gas I< Electric ICAl
June Fort Cllhoun 1 486MWe PWRICE Omaha Public Power District
Sept Fort St Vrain 330MWe HTGRIGA Public Service of CcMoradO
Aug KOW1IU_ 535 MWe PWRIW Wisconsin Public Service
Oct. Maine Vankee B25MWe PWR/CE Maine Yank_ Atomic Power
Jan. Peach Bottom 2 1.055 MWe IlWRIGE Philadelphia Beetric
Jlln. Peach Bottom 3 1,065 MWe BWRlGE PhiladilHphia Bectric
Aug. P~tim 1 670 MWe BWRlGE Boston &ltt.on
July Point Beach 2 o497MWe PWRIW Wisconsin Bectric Power (W1)
June Pnairle island 1 530 MWe PWRIW Morthem States Power lMN)
June Pnirie lsJand 2 530MWe PWRIW Northern States Power IMN)
Oct, Rancho Seeo 1 918 MWe PWR!B&W Sacramento Municipal Utility Distriet
Sept Salem 1 l,090MWe PWRIW Public SaMco Eloc1rIc .,.; Gas INJI
Sapt Salem 2 1,'1SMWe PWRIW Public Service Beetric .-w:t GIlls CNJ)
June S""", 715MWe PWRIW VrrginUI Bectric and Power
June S""" 2 775 MWe PWRIW Virginill Bectric end Power
Moy Three Mile island 1 819MWe PWR!B&W Metropoli13n Edison cPAl
Dec. Zion 1 ',D40MWe PWRIW Commonwaatth Edrson au
Dec. Zion 2 1.040MWe PWRIW Commonwutth Edison au
Toul: 23 reaeto~ ~ 1S.764MWe

.-~ 1967
Moy Browns Ferry 1 1,067 MWe BWR/GE Tenne5S8e Valley Authority (AU
Moy Browns Ferry 2 ',067 MWe BWR/GE Tennessee Vahey Authority (AU
June Mom'cello &45MWe BWR/GE Northem States Power CMNI
Nov. Oconee 1 860MWe PWR!B&W Duke Power esC)
Nov. Oconee 2 860MWe PWR/B&W Duke Power (S C)

Nov. Deanne 3 860MWe PWRIBI<W Duke Power ISCI
MIl",h Pal~es 757MWe PWR/CE Cons..-ne~ Power [Mil
July Point Beach 1 497MWe PWRIW WtSCDOSin Beetric Power (WI)
Fob. OuodCmos , 7B9MWe BWR/GE Commonwealth Edison all
Fob. OuadCmos2 789 MWil 8WRiGE Commonwealth Edison all
April H.B. Robinson 2 6B5MWe PWR/W c.roliNl Power & Ught [SC)
April Turkey Point 3 666MWtl PWRIW Aoridll Power & Light
April Turk.ey Point 4 666MWe PWRr.N Roridll PowIlr &. Light
Dec. Vermont Yankee 514MWs BWRlGE Vemlont Y8l'lk8l!l Nudear Power

Total: 14reac1ots • 10.602MWe

1.88
Jan. 0n0s00n 2 794MWe IlWR/GE Commonwealth Ed;"on PU
Oct an..dan3 794 "'We BWRlGE Commonwealth Edrs.oo UL)
April Robert E. Gi'nne o470MVtle PWRIW Rochestel" Gas .-ld Bectric
Oct kdjan Point 2 873MWe PWRIW Consolidated Edmon of New yon:.. Inc.
MIly Millstone 1 6BOMWe BWRIGE Northeast UtiUties (en
Total: 51'UC10rs .. 3.591 M'Ne
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Conltl"UctiDh hrmlu
12

.ntiTWi '74

Unit

19S&
April Nine Mile Point 1

lotal: 1 reactor .. 620 MWe

'86.
MIIY Haddam Neck
Dec Oyster CrMk
Mllrch San Onofre 1
lotlll: 3 metors .. , ,66B MWe

Hanford-N
March LACrosse

TotBI: 2 reactors .. 91 0 MWe

1852
Feb. Peach 8otto·m 1

Toml: 1 reactor • ..c MWe lNet total: 0)

1861
none

N.t
MW. Ty..-fMfr. Op.raUnti\I UtJUty

620MWe BWRIGE Nu.gat'll Mohliwk Power

582 MWe PWRfW Comeetieut YM\kM A.tomic Power
!SOMWe BWRIGE Jersey Central Pow.r & Light
436MWe PWRfW Southem california Edtaon

- 860MWe GRIGE DOE & Washington Public Power Supply System
50MWe BWRIAC Oairyland Power CooP. (WI)

40MWe . HTGRIGA Philadeiphie Bectric

1960
Me, Big Rock Point 63MWe BWRIGE aonslMT1oMS Power IMIl

nri~'68 July BONUS 17MWe BWRlCE DOE &. Puerto Rico Willer- Resources
nnirttd '67 May CVTR 17MWe HWRJW c.rolinas-Vtrpinill Nuclear PoWtlr Assoc. (SC)
Tr!lired '64 JUly Hallam 75MWe SGR/AI DOE r. Consumers Public Power District INE)
f'eri~ 'S3 Nov. Humboldt Bay 65MWe BWRIGE Pacific Gas .. Bectric ICAl
nrirtld '67 May Pathfinder 59MWe BWRIAC Northem States Power (SOl
rerirt!d '66 Jan. PiQU2 1'MWe OMR/AI DOE &. Cny of Piqua. Ohio

Total: 7 reactors ... 307 MWe (Net toml: 1 l"8aetor I:: 17MWeI

19&9
reti~'6S Dec. Elk. River 2.2~e BWR/AC DOE & Rural Cooperative Power Assoc. lMNl

Total: , reactor = 22MWe (Net total. 01

1958
none

1957
Nov Yankee Rowe

Total. 1 nlactor = '75 MWe

'75 MWe PWRfW Yllnllee Atomic E~ctric (MAl

refired '84
retired '72
retired '80

retired '82

1956
May Dresden 1 207 MWe
Aug Enrico Fermi 1 6' MWe
May hldilln Point' 265 MWe

Total: 3 reactors = 533 MWe INettotaJ: 0)

1955
Shippingpon 60 MWe

Total: , reactor :0::: 60 MWe (Net total: OJ

BWR/GE
FBRIPROC.
PWRI8&W

LWBRIW

Commonwealth EdisOn till
Power Reactor Oevelopment (Mil
Consoltdated' Edis~n of New Vori:., Inc

DOE & Duquesne Light (PAl

OPCPOD4-13-007442



LOW POWER OPERATING LICENSES ISSUED

Oparating Uc.n•••
13

N ••
Unlt MW. Type/Mfr. Oper.tir.g Ul:Iltty

' ••6
April Diablo c.oVOn 2 1,106 PWR/W Pacific Gas &. a.etric
March fermi 2 1.100 BWRIGE DetroI1 Ediaoo
Nov. Millstone 3 1.150 PWR/W Northeast lJtiIi1*
Doc. Palo Verde 2 1.270 PWR/CE Arizone Public Service
Aug. Rtwr Bend 1 940 BWRlGE Gutf Stat. l.ttilit*
July Shoreham' 809 BWR/GW Long !oland Lighting
March WOIfC.... 1.150 PWR/W Kansas Gas. &. a.etric

TDtIII: 7 ructDrs • 7,525 MWe ~

,....
Oct. Bvron 1 1,120 PWR/W Commonweatth Edtton all
June C.Uew8V 1 1,150 PWR/W Union a.etric MOl
Doc. Cotowbe 1 1,145 PWR!W tx*e Power £SCI
Oct. Umerick 1 ',055 8WR/GE PhUdeiphii. B«:tric
Doc. Paio Verde 1 1,270 PWR/CE Arizona Public: Service
Moreh Susquehanna 2 1,050 BWR/GE Pwmsylvania Power & Ught
Doc. Wllterfotd 3 1,104 PWR/CE Louisiana Power & Light

Total: ? reaetcm .. ~MWe
li.-:~

'."3
I Doc. LeSelHl 2 1,078 MWe BWRIGE Commonwaatth Ed~on au,

March William MeGuire 2 1,1BOMWe PWR!W Duke Power INC)
April St Lucie 2 786MWe PWR/CE Ronde Power II Light
Dec. WPPSS 2 1,100MWe BWR/GE Washington Public Power Supply System

r- Total: 4 ruc:t0tS & 4.144 MWe

'-" '."2
June Grand Gulf 1 1,250MWe 8WR/GE Mississippi Power & Ught
April uSa/ie 1 1.078 tJ!We 8WR/GE Commonweatth Edison OU
Feb. San Onofre 2 1,100MWe PWR/CE Southern California Edison
Nov. San Onofre 3 1.100MWe PWRJCE Southern Califomie Edison
Aug. Summer' 900MWe PWR/w South Carolina! Electric & Gas
July Susquehanne 1 1,050MWe BWRJGE P8nh&y1V11nia Power & Light

TotriIl: 6 reactors = 5,478 '-"We

,.8'
Sept. Diablo CanVOn 1 1.084MWe PWR/W Pacific GillS and Electric (C,6J
Jon. Willilllm McGuire 1 1.1BOMWe PWR/W Duke Po_ INCI
June Sequoyah 2 1,148MWe PWR/W Tennessee Valtley A.uthority

TotBl:3raaetors IZ" 3.412MWe

1••0
Oct. Joseph M. Fllrley 2 860MWe PWRIW Alabama Power
April North Anna 2 850MWe PWR/W Virginia Electnc and Power

,.~: April Salem 2 1.115 MWe PWR/W Public: Service El&ctric and Gas (NJl
Fob. Sequoyah 1 1,148MWe PWR/W Tennessee Valley Authority

Total: .4 raactors s: 4,013 MWe

"79
none

,.78
Sopt. Arkansas NucI.r One--2 912MWe PWR/CE AJ'kens.ltS Power &. Light
June Edwin I. Hatch 2 790MWe 8WR/GE Georgia Power
Fob. Three Mile ls&Ind 2 b 906 MWe PWR!B&W Metropolitan EdtsGn fPAl

Total: 3 tNCtOrs ~ 2.608 MWe

,.77
Doc. Oonold C. Cook 2 1.100MWe PWR!W Indiana &. MK:h~., Bectric lMil
April Dew.-BesSt! 1 890MWe PWR/B&W Toledo Edison
June Jooeph .... Forioy 1 860MWe PWR!W Alabama Power
Nov. North A.Jn8 1 877MWe PWR!W Virginifl Becttie .u:I Power

Total:.c. rNCtors & 3.72.7 MWe

~'i'ed limited low power QP8!"8'1:ing lic:erlJ.e 12.11/84~ nonl"llStrietecl kJw power operatihQ UCl!I'lSe 7/3/85.
~hutdown since 3/28/79 accident

OPCPOD4-13-007443



Opaor.tihg Lie.h••'

'4
Not

Unit MW. Type/Mfr.

un
Jon. Beaver VeHey 1 833 MWe PWRIW
J ..y Browns Ferry 3 1,067 MWe BWIl/GE
Sept Brunswick 1 790MWe BWIl/GE
Au~. Calverl CliH£ 2 845 MWe PWR/CE
Dec. Crystal RIver 3 S80MWe PWR/8&W
March 5t. Lucie' 822 MWe PWR/CE
Aug Salem , l,090MWe PWAIW

Total: 7 reactors & 6,327 MWe

197&
De, Indian Point 3 965 MWe PWRIW
Sept. Millstone 2 869 MWe PWRtCE
No.... Trojen 1,130MWe PWRIW

TotaL 3 reactors & 2,954MWe

'874
May Arkansas Nuclear On6- 1 850MWe PWR/B&W
June Browns Ferry 2 ',067 MWe BWA/GE
Dec. BrunsWick 2 790MWe BWR/GE
J ..y Calvert Cliffs 1 845 MWe PWRICE
Oct. Donald C. Cook 1 1,030MWe PWRfW
Jan. Cooper 77BMWe BWRtGE

!' Feb. OU8ne Amold 53BMWe BWR/GE
Oct. James A. FrtzP8trick 821 MWe BWR/GE
Au~. Edwin L Hatch , 786MWe BWIl/GE
July Oconee 3 860MWe PWRlB&W
July Peach Bottom 3 1.065 MWe BWA/GE
Oct. Prairie Island 2 530MWe PWAIW
Au~. Rancho SeeD 1 918 MWe PWR/B&W
April Three Mile Island 1 819 MWe PWA/B&W

Total; 14reactors = '1,697MWe

DUQuesne Ught (pAl
Tennessee Valley A.uthority (ALl
C.tolina Power &. Ught INC)
Baltimore Gai & Bectric
Florida Power
Florida Power & Light
Public SeNice 8ectric Md Gas (NJ)

New York Power A.uthority
Northeast Utilities (CT)
Portland Genenal E~etric

Arkanus Power &: Light
Tennesee VaHey Authority (AL)
Caroline Power & Light lNCI
Bahimore Ges &. Electric
mcliane & Michigl!ln Electric 'Mll
Nebraska Public Power District
low.l!l Elec1:ric Light end Power
New York Power Authority
Georgia Power
Duke Power lSCl
Phil8delphia Bect:ric
Northem States Power (MNl
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Metropolitan Edison (PA)

1973
June Browns FeTTy 1 1,067 MWe BWR/GE Tennessee Valley A.uthority IALl
May FOri Calhoun' 486MWe PWR/CE Omsha Public Power Oistrict
0., FOri St. Vrain 330MWe HTGRIGA Public Service of Colorado
Da' Kewaunee 535 MWe PWA.'W Wisconsin Public Service
Feb. Oconee , 860MWe PWR/B&W Duke Power (SCI
Oct. Oconee 2 860MWe PWR/B&W Duke Power (SC)
Aug. Peach Bottom 2 ',065MWe BWA/GE Philadelphia Electric
Aug Prairie Island 1 530MWe PWAW Northem Ststl!'S Power lMNI
Jan Surry 2 775 MWe PWAfW Virpinie Electric and Power
April Turkey Point ~ 666MWe PWRfW Florida Power & Light
April Zion 1 ',040MWe PWRfW Commonwealth Edison (ILl
No.... Zion 2 1,040MWe PWAIW Commonwealth Edison (ILl

Total' 12 reactors 9.254MWe

1972
Sept. Maine Yankee 825 MWe PWR/CE MBirle Yankee Atomic Power
June Pilgrim' 670MWe BWR/GE Boston Edison
March Quad Cittes 2 789 MWe BWR/GE Commonwealth Edison elLl
May Surry , 775 MWe PWAfW Virginia Electric and Power
July TUl"ktly Point 3 666 MWe PWAfW Florida Power & Light
March Vermont Yankee 514MWe BWR/GE \llllnnont Yankee NuclearPower

Total: 5 rBactors & 4.239MWe

1971
Jan. Dresden 3 794MWs BWRIGE Commonweatth Edison (JU
Oct. Indian Point 2 B73MWa PWAIW Conso.ltd.l!l1ed Edison of New York, klc.
March P'Bliudes 757MWe PWRICE Cons1ATle~ Po....-er WUl
No.... Point Beach 2 497MWe PWAIW WiJiCO!1:Sin Bectric Power (WI)
Sept. Queer Cities 1 7B9 MWe BWRlGE Commony.realth Edison au
Total: 5 reactors. 3.710MWe

OPCPOD4-13-007444



o,..,.atiftIJ Licen...
'5

Marthealt Utilities leT}
Northem Stat. Power NN)
Wisconsin aectric Pow.!' IYII}
Caroiina Power &. Ught esC)

O,..ratihD Utility

ComrnonWNIlth Ed.on OW
Roet\..tar Gu ancj 6ectric
Niapara Mohawk Power
Jreraey C.,tral Power & Ligh1

N.,
MW. T".../Mfr.

880MWo BWRIGE
645 MWo BWRIGE
497 MWo PWRfW
665 MINe PWRfW

794MWo BWRIGE
'70MWo PWRfW
620MWo BWRIGE
850MWo BWRlGE

Un"
'.70
Oct. Millstone 1
Sept. Montteello
Oct. Point Beach 1
Aug. H.B, Robinson 2

Total: 4 mcto'" • 2.367 MWe

,.eB
Doc. Drn_2
Sept. Robert E. Gil'lNl
Aug. Nine MiNI Point 1
April Oyster CtNk
Total: 4 reactors; • 2,534 MWe

'8.B
none

,..,
June Haddam Neck
July laCrosse
MBrch San Onofre 1

Total: 3 reactol'$ • 1,08S MWe

6B2MWo
60MWo

'36MWo

PWRfW
BWRIAC

'PWRfW

Connect~Yankee Atomic Power
Deiryland Power Coop. rwJ)
Southem Cefifomie Edison

'8.8

,-~

terired 74
Hanfon:l-N

Jan, Peach Bottom 1

Total: 2 reactors so 900 MWe

B60MWo
4OMWo

(Net toml: 1 r.ac1or II:

-GRIGE
HTGRIGA

B60MWoJ

DOE & WIIshingtOt'1 Public Power Supply System
Philadelphia 8ectric

"186
none

tetired '68
retired '67

'8.'
Aprtl BONUS 17 MWo
March PathfinOer 59 MWe

Total: 2 ruetor'S c 76 MWe INet totan-O)

BWRICE
BWRIAC

DOE & Puerto Rico Water-Resources
Northem States Power tsOI

tetir«/ '72
"'83
May Enrico Fermi 1 61 MWe

Toml: 1 reactor II: S1 MWe (Net total: 0)

FBRIPRDC Power Reactor Development (Mil

63MWe
17MWe
22MWo
7SMWo
B5MWo

265 MWe
11 MWe

retinKJ '67
~tirtHi '68
,..ti~d '64
retired '83
,.ti~d 'SO
retired '66

'882
Aug. Big Rock Point
No.... CVTR
Nov. Bk River
Aug. Hallam
Aug. Humboldt Bay
MBrcl1 Inchan Point 1
Aug. Piqua

Total: 7 reactors = 51 B MWe (Net total: 1 re.actor II:

BWRlGE
HWRfW
BWRlAC
SGRIAI
BWRIGE
PWR!B&W
OMR/A!

63 MWe)

CORSlrners Power (Mil
CarolinM-Virginia Nuclear Power Assoc. ISCl
Rural Cooperative Power A.ssoc. lMN)
DOE &, Cons...,...ers Public Power District (NEj
Pacific Gas £: Eiect'ric ICA.)
Consolidated Edison of New Yorit, Inc.
DOE £: City of PtqUB, Ohio

19111
no..

'880
.July Yenkee Rowe

Total: 1 rNctor = 175 MWe

175MWo PWRfW Yankee Atomic Bectrie tMAl

'859
Sopt Drn_ 1 207 MWo
TotIl: 1 tNCtOt so 207 MWe (Net total: 0)

BWRIGE Commonweatth Edison bU

1888
none

,.rUwf'S2
'817
""'''''' Shipp;ngport' BO MWo
Total: 1 ruetor • 60 MWe (Net total: 0)

LWBRfW

~WBR core replaced' Shippingport's PWR core in 1977.
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CANCELLATIONS ANNOUNCED

,...
HIln.svilte A-l (C44%) 1.233
Hartsville A-2 (C·34%) , .233
M.rb~Hill 1 (C·60%1 '.'30
MerbM! Hill 2 fC-37%l ',130
River &end 2 IC·O%J 934
Yellow Cf'Itek , IC-35%1 , .285
Vellow Creek 2. IC-3%) 1.285
Zimmer 1 (C-97%1 810

Total: 8 reac1on; E 9.040 MWe

Unit
N.t
MW. Type/Mfr.

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWRIW
PWRIW
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
BWRIGE

T...nesue Valkily A.uthority
Term.... Valley A.llttlority
Public Service Indi~a

Public Serva Indiana
Gulf Statl$ Utilities lLA)
Tennessee Vahey Authority
TenNlSa8ft Valley AuthOrity
CincinnBti Gas &. Bectric

'983
Cherok.ee 1 le-, 7%1 1.280 MWe
Clinton 2 (C-''''l 933MWe
CRBRP tLW6. < , %1 375 MWe
Shearon Harris 2. IC-4%J 900 MWe
Sk.agit 1 (01 1.275 MWe
Skagit 2. (0) 1.275 MWe

Total: 6 reactors:o:: 6.038 MWe

1882-
Aliens Creek: 1 IO) , .200 MWe
Black Fox , llWA. <1%) 1,1S0MWe
Black. fox 2 ILV\IO. < , %1 '. , 50 MWe
Cherokee 21C-0%1 1,280 MWe
Cherokee 31C-0%1 1.2BDMWe
Hartsville B- 1 (C-17%) 1.233 MWe
Hartsville B-2 CC·?%) , .233 MWe
North Anna 3 le-,%) 907 MINe
Pebble Springs 1 (Ol 1.260MWe
Pebble Springs 2. (OJ , .260 MWe
Pet-kins 1 101 , .280 MWe
Perllins 2. (0) , .280 MWe
Perkins 3 (O) , .280 MWe
Phipps Bend 1 IC-:27%J 1,233 MWe
Phipps Bend :2 IC-5%l , .233 MWe
VendaliB (0) 1,270 MWe
WPPS 4IC-23%l 1.250MWe
WPPS 5 IC·'S-ItJ 1.240 MWe

Total: 1B reactors::: 2.2,019 MWe

1981
Bailly Nuclear 1 IC < 1%) 644 MWe
Callaway 2 Ie < , -It) ',150 MWe
Shearon Hams 3IC-1%J 900 MWe
Snearon Harris 4 (C-1 %) 900 MWe
Hope Creek 2.IC~'9%) '.067 MWe
Pilgrim 2. (OJ 1.150 MWe

Total: 6 reactors ~ 5.81 1 MWe

1980
Davis-Besse 2 lLWA.-O%l 906 MWe
DBvis-8esse 3 (LWA.-O%J 906 MWe
Erie 1 10) , .260 MWe
Erie 2. (0) 1.260 MWe
Forked River 1 tC-5%) 1,168 MWe
Greenwood 2 (0) 1.264 MWe
G""",wood 3 (01 1.264 MINe
HaYen 1 (0) 900 MWe
Jamesport 1 (C-O%) 1.1S0MWe
Jamesport 2. (C-D%l 1.'50 MWe
Montague 1 (O) 1,150 MWe
Montague :2 (O) 1,150 MlAIe
New HIlYen 1 to) 1,250 MWe
New HII....,:2 IOl 1,250 MINe
North Anna 4 IC-4%l 907 MINe
Sterling IC-O%J 1,'50 MWe

Total: , 6 reacto~ ~ '8.085 MWe

PWR/CE
BWR/GE
LMFBRIW
PWRIW
BWR/GE
BWR/GE

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWRiCE
PWR/CE
BWR/tE
BWR/GE
PWR/B&W
PWRIB&W
PWR/a&W
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWRIB&W
PWR/CE
PWR/CE

BWR/GE
PWRIW
PWRIW
PWRrW
BWR/G.E
PWR/CE

PWRf8&W
PWR/B&W
PWR/B&W
PWR/B&W
PWRICE
PWR/B&W
PWRIB&W
PWR!W
PWRIW
PWRIW
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWRICE
PWR/B&W
PWR!W

Duke Power (SCI
.hoots Power
U.S. Department of Energy (TN)
CarolinB Power & Light lNC)
Puget Sound Power and Ught (W6.)
Puget Sound Power and Ught (W6..)

Houston lighting & Power
Public Service of Oklahoma
Public Service of Oklahoma
Duke Power ISCI
Duke Power (SC)
Tennessee Valley Authority
Tennesse!' Valley Authority
Virginia Electric and Power
Portland General E~ric
Portland GenIH'1JI E~ric
Duke Power INC)
Duke Power INCI
Duke Power INC)
Tennessee Valley Authority
Tennessee Valley A.utnority
iowa Power and Ltght
Wllshington Public Power Supply System
Washington P"ublic Power Supply System

Northern Indienil Public Service
Union Electric (MOl
Cllrolina Power '- Ught INC)
CllrolinB Power & Light INC)
Public Service Bectric end Gas INJJ
Boston Edison

Toledo Edison
Toledo Edison
Ohio Edtson
Ohio Edison
.JersetY Central Power &. Ught
Detroit Edison
Detroit Edison
Wisconsin Electric Power
LDnjjlslondUghting
Long 15lartd Lighting
Nort_, Utilitie5 IMAl
Northeast Utilities !MAl
New York State Bectric & Gas
New Yo';; Surte Bectric & Gas
Virginill 'Bectric .-.cI Power
Rochester Gas and Eiectric

OPCPOD4-13-007446



Unit
Not
wlWo Type/Mfr.

,.79
Greene County 10) 1.200 MWl!l
NEP-' (0) 1,150MWe
NEP-2(0) 1,150MWe
Palo Verde 4. 101 1.270 MWe
Palo Verde 5 (01 1.270 MINe
Tyrone 1 IC-O%l 1,100 MWe
unit 1 «0) 1,168MWe
unit 2 10) 1.168 MWe

Total: 8 reactors - 9,476 MWe

187.
Athlntic 1 (0) 1,150 MWl!l
Atl.ntic 2 10) ',150 MWe
BIul!l Hills 1 tOl 950 MWe
Blue: Hills 2 (0) 950 MWe
Ha....n 2 10) 900 MWe
lslote 10) 583 MWe
S.R 1101 1.150MWe
S.R 2101 1.150MWe
Sundeller1 1 (0) 950 MWe
Sundesert 2 (0) 950 MWe
unit 1 (OJ 1,1S0MWe
unit 2 10) 1,1S0MWe
Wm. H, Zimmer 2 IOJ 1,150 MWe

Total; 13 reBCtors c 13.333 MWe

'977
A&an Barton 1 (OJ 1,170 MWtl
Alan Barton 2 (0) 1,170 MWe
Douglas Point 1 (O) 1,178MWe
Ft. Calhoun 2 (0) 1.150 MWe
South Dade 1 IOJ 1,140MWe
SDu1hO_ 210) 1.140MWe
Surry 3 Ie 0%) 8B2 MWe
Surry 4 IC 0'101 882 MWe
unit 1 (0) 1,150MWe

To1:81: 9 reactors = 9,862 MWe

1976
Aliens Creek 2 (OJ 1,1S0MWe
Douglas Point 2 101 _ 1.17SMWe

Total: 2 reactors = 2.328 MWe

1975
Alan Barton 3 to) 1,170 MWe
Alan Barton 4 (0) 1.170 MWe
Enrico Fermi 3 (0) 1,17 1 tJlWe
Futton 1 (0) 1,150 MWe
Futton2(0) 1.150MWe
51. Rosalie 1 101 1,160 MWe
St Rosalie 2 fO) 1,160 MWe
Summit 1 (L'v\IA 0-/.) 770 MWe
Summit 2 (L'v\IA D-M 770 MWe
unit 1 (0) 1,300 MWe
unit 2 (0) 1.300 MWe

Total: 11 reactors - 12.291 MWe

'9'4
Eastern Desert , (0) 770 MWe
Eastern Desert 2 (O) 770 MWe
Quanicassee110) 1.1S0MWe
QuanieeSSBe 2 tOl" 150~e
S.R.310) 1.150MWe
Tyrone2tOI 1.100MWe
A1vinW. Vogtie 3 Ie 0%1 1,100 MWe
A1vinW.Vogtle4ICO%J 1,100MWe

Total: 8 ructon; .. 8.290 MWe

PWAI8&W
PWAfW
PWAfW
PWRICE
PWRICE
PWRfW
BWAIGE
8WAIGE

PWAfW
PWAfW
PWAICE

. PWAICE
PWAfW
PWRfW
PWR!B&W
PWR/B&W
PWAfW
PWAfW
PWAfW
PWRfW
8WAIGE

BWR/GE
BWRIGE
8WR/GE
PWAfW
PWRfW
PWAfW
PWRI8&W
PWAI8&W
PWRfW

8WRIGE
8WRlGE

8WRIGE
8WR/GE
8WRIGE
HTGAIGA
HTGR/GA
HTGAIGA
HTGAIGA
HTGRIGA
HTGRIGA
PWA/CE
PWAICE

HTGAIGA
HTGAIGA
PWRfW

. PWAfW
PWRI88<W
PWRfW
PWAfW
PWRfW

New VOA. Power Authority
New England Power lRll
New England Power m.1l
Arizona Public Service
Arizona Public Service
Northern Stat. Power Mfl)
Pacific Gas M'ld EMlctric tCA)
"Pacific Gas IOd E~ric ICAl

Public: Service E~ric and Gas (offShore, NJI
Public Service Electric and Gas (offshore, NJ)
GuH States Utilities rrXl
Gulf States UtIlities rrXI
Wisconain E*=tric Power
Puerto Rico Water Resources Authority
Carolina Power &. Light tNC)
Carolina Power & Light tNC)
San Otego Gas and Bec'tric
San Otego Gas and Eieetric
Public Service Electric and Gas loff5hore, NJl
Public Servir=e aectric and Gas (offShore. NJ)
Cincinnati Gas & 8ectric

Alabama Power
Alabama Power
Potomac Bectric Power (MDI
Omahll Pubiic Power District
Florida Power &: Ught
Florida Po_er &: Ught
Virginia Bectric and Power
Virginia Bectric and Power
Central Maine Power

Houston l)Qhting &. Power
Potomac Bectric Power (MDl

Alabeme Power
Alabl!lma Power
Detroit Edison
Philadelphia E~ric
Philadelphia Electric
Louis~naPower &. Llght
Louisiana Power &. Ught
Delmarva Power & Light toE)
Delmarva Power & Light (DEI
F.orida Power
Florida Power

Southem Califomie Edison
Southem Cal.ifomioll Edison
ConslJl'l'MtD Power (Mil
Comn.nler5 f'ower (Mil
C.roIil'l8 Power & Light INC)
Northern Stetes Power (WI)
Georgia Power
Georgie Power
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C.ncan.tions
lB

Un1t
N.t
MW. Typ./Mfr.

'972
Bell (0) 838 MWe
Crystal R,ver 4 (0) 9' 0 MWe
Nuclear 4 (0) '." 5 MWe
Nuclear 5 10J '.'15 MWe
Perryinan , IOJ 8BO MWe
Perryman 2 [OJ 8BO MWe

TotsL 6 reactors ~ 5.738 MWe

,

BWR/GE
PWR/B&W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE

New Yon State Electric & Gas
Floridll Power
Cons.oIidlIted Edison of Ne York, Inc
Consolidated Edison of Ne York, Inc,
Baltimore Gas; and Electnc
Baltimore Gas and Electric
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RETIREMENTS ANNOUNCED

R.Urement&­
19

Unit

1885
no""

No.
MWo TypoiMfr.

'8••
0","_ , C·59·'781 207
Total: 1 reactor" 207 MWe

'983
Humboldt Bay ('62- '761 65 MWe

Toul!: 1 reactor .. 65 MWe

'882
Shippingport ('57·"82) 60 MWe

Total: 1 reactor .. 60 MWe

,..,
none

'88D
Indian Point 1 1'62~'741 265 MWe

Toul: 1 reactor" 265 MWe

'97.
no""

'97.
non.

'977non.
1876
none

197&
none

'974
Peach Bottom 1 {'66·'741 40 MWe

Total; 1 reactor" 40 MWe

'973
none

'972
Enrico Fenni 1 ('63·'72l 61 MWe
Total: 1 re&ctor • 51.MWe

'9'1
none

'970
non.

'.89
none

'988
BONUS ('64-'881 '7 MWe
Bk. River ('62·'58l 22 MWe
Total: 2. reactors • 39 MWe

'857
CVTR C'62-'671 17 MWe
Pathfinder 1"64-'671 59 MW.
Toul: 2. reacton; • 76 MWe

18B6
Piqua 1'62·'661 " MWe
Total: 1 ructors • 11 MWe

'.8&
none

1'1..
Hallom {'62-'541 75 MWe
Total: 1 ructot .. 75 MWe

8WR1GE

BWRIGE

LWBRIW

PWRIB&W

HTGRIGA

FBRIF'ROC

BWRICE
BWRIN:.

HWRIW
BWRIN:.

OMRIAl

SGRIAI

CommonWNIth Edison au

DOE & DUQ~ne Ught fPA}

Consolidated Edison of JHw York. lnc,

Philadelphia Bec:tric

Power Reeetor Development (Mil

DOE &: Puerto Rico Water Resources
Rural Cooperative Power Assoc. tMNI

Cllro1illM-~VtrginiaNuclear Power Assoc. (SC)
Northem SUItes Power tsDl

DOE & City of Piqua, Ohio

DOE & ConsLJnetS Public Power District tNEJ
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HISTORICAL PROFILE OF U.S. NUCLEAR POWER DEVELOPMENT - 1953 TO 1986

Con,true'lon "-""h,
'nued'

Op.ull"l lie",'"
Inu", •••v..., .....-

nd

" Not
!Annu,'1Y MW.

Not n'IIl'd No. No.." ~",..Ily MW. Tot" MW. Tot.1 MW. "nnulll, MW. CP', MW. Tot.1 MWo AnllUlllly MW. Tot•• MW. ~.......y MW. Annuli", MW. Anm..lty MW.

,.,
• .0 , .0 • .0,..
0 0 , .0 , .0... 1 .0 , .0 , ." , ." • 5"I •• 3 533 • .., I 11. ,

11' • ".,.7 , 50 , .0 1 17. • 70. • '3' • 13' 7 90',.. 0 0 , .0 0 0 • 708 3 127 • ..,
'0 1.029,..

1 207 2 2.7 , a • .>3 3 g, 7 330 .3 T.120
9.0 I 11. 3 ••• 7 307 10 ••• 1 11 , '0 14 1,137
9.1 0 0 3 442 0 0 •0 ••• 0 0 ,

'0 14 1,131
9.2 7 ... 10 .., 1 '0 • 1'17 • ... • ... ,. 1.7e9
••3 I .1 It 1,021 • g,o • 1.028 • 2.608 • 2,288 '0 4,335••• • 7. 12 1,012 3 1.e80 • 2.8U' 0 0 1 .'0 , '75 .. 4,Z80g•• 0 0 .. 1,022 • .'0 7 3,238 7 4.483 7 4,41'13 •• e.723
••• 2 gOO 13 1,9' , • 3,SS' 10 5,929 '0 1•.3.3 .. 17,235 , 'I •• 2'5.075eel 3 l,08B l' 2.903 I' 10.602 ., 15,483 31 28,U1 39 33,080 • 7. YO 51.1114"g•• 0 0 .. 2.efl" >3 lB.7ft4 44 3.,227 I. Hi,De3 .. 29,319 • l3. •• ee.uog.g • 2••34 1. &,3g. 7 8,417 ., 3•• 110 7 7,3" 32 ' 30,23" •• 73.1!l02
970 • 2.3.' • 0 1.1•• 10 9.••• .3 U.8ftB .. ".275 3. 3••••• '0. 118,017g7\ • 3.110 2. 11,475 • 3.187 .2 U.74!j 21 20.878 .3 52.133 130 108.953
.72 • 4,239 30 15.8S3 • 8,80. •• 41.110 39 "',52e 77 81.917 • onion 6,738 , , ., ,., '.",880g13 12 9,264 .. 24,907 .. Hi,184 .9 63.040 .1 48.827 104 1 '3,580 '0' 19'.607191" I' 11 .•91 •• :HI.584 23 24.2n2 .3 83.405 20 21,534 .. '5,eU • 5,090 ,. 30,93' '5 'OB,249 .onI... 8,090 1 ••0 2 •• 2tC,to8

2CP', 2,200
1978 3 2,9U •• 3•.•2• • 10,820 •• 10,981 21 22,oe2 • '0,'520 ,. 18,891: • .,180 •• 79,818 .- 10,181 212 20S,997

2lWl\', 1,'S"O
191e 1 '.321 •• 415,8155 g 10,278 11 1.,910 1 8,772 • 4,1f1B I. 20,498 3 3,190 •• Be,198 2_ 2,328 ,,, 201,C59
1911 • 3,727 •• 49,882 1. 17,238 .0 8",8'55 • 7,208 .. 13,1138 U 13,B8B • s,oca •• 82,832 7_ B,0911 '0' 202,1137

2CP', 1,78"
I01fJ 3 .z.801!1 12 82,190 " 1C,828 .0 9B,873 • 4,B70 13 ''',8Z8 • 4,11Z 2 Z,Z40 3' 38,'589 ,,- tJ,333 "7 19',S'"
'91. 0 0 12 &2.190 2 2,300 gl 99,813 0 0 0 0 •• '.112 0 0 22 2....3 ,_ ••31. U. 102,00.

, CP 1,100
Ig.O • '.013 7& ••.•38 0 0 .2 90.335 0 0 0 0 2 2.300 0 0 13 1••14. u_ 10,748 , , 2•• 112 HI3,11!

2lM', 1.'12
!5 CP', '5,&215

19.1 3 3.412 1. &9,3&0 0 0 74 82,leZ 0 0 0 0 2 2,300 0 0 t2 13,998
I ""'" 1,150 ,.. 157,901
SCP', 4,e8t

8 "1982 8,en .3 8'5,788 0 0 .g U,B915 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • •. 1•• 7_ •.•30 , .0 ..7 13.,.2.
:z l'-"l'.', 2,300
ocr-, 10,889

19B3 • ' 4,144 •• 1!19,847 0 0 .2 .,.•39 1 31. 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2.240 2_ ....0 I .' .. 140 , 29.12.
IlWt. 37.

'7~ 3CP', 3,113
1.U' 1 .2 17,'595 0 0 31 40,85 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2,240 OCP', 9,040 , '07 131 120,"881985 1 ,. 7,82'15 •• 84,914 0 0 30 30,110 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2,2"0 131 120,384

let To'", Indlclt," b.lIl1nel t"n'lldnlng In, v1ven 1,.IUI.
• "nA •

OPCPOD4-13-007450



;"~lYI _fit .•••__.... ""'_,. ..",_.J"CA: __ . jJLtJ: f --,.." _ ~~ _....,..-_

.•~,;;..... I"''' I"~1"11- '-7/ -7z:7;;-- -- ~ T-'T.l 1<' • ~~ /
-_.,_._. . ... - ._- - f oJ / • ..~ ",.""'-'''' (', ,". " -I,
........r""" ... X",/"''''"' ., ,.."",; ~ ........ ,"", .......... '~ ''l, 'II- , " ... 5' /~" 'x' ,_v/'~VI'_" ,,"',-- ,," "~;'/"'Jh' ~, '~'~y;-:'- '';'/11 ,,- .///,~. " ,. .' ,,'I------------- ----- ~..., " ,.., :;'

1 1 ;., ~ -.1.< 'ft"~ -- "! I I , " r '1:' , 1'/1/ ~ I ,
l'Ut","""" I I I , , , " ( Ii' , , ~...... "., ," •. , .."* • .' • : .-/,

j ....;/tl
..,'V ,~!..~ ;,"/.,'01.</., ...,"" ""'';' :'\ " , ~ ! ,'"':' "1';-. 'I,.},.)" ./" " Ia ''I' r~ '9';' 'j 't/ " lj '" , ... 'j -',. _. " I

-1-1- -- -j-'-';c;·;;~j~,il_~ r~ tt~l~
, I I I II I I l J'- -f---

BU~_,_tEEE--

-I
~ •._->-_..• -

...+--.- -I -I--J-IH---

OPCPOD4-13-007451



_____, __• -J-',_ ._ ••••.••• _'~~ ... _._ •• _

-......--- --_. ....

I:;; ~ - 0<> -J ..... 'vl'.... 'UJ IN j......:- C> ~

; I
V) 0 :r t-j iT IJ> rn r-, -r> "",-0 ':t' Ie:

I
I:' ,:;; t, !W ; £: i~ '~ I~ 12 j~ IE A"t>

, '

I~ ~ i~ ["pI ~ I~ i I~," ,
~Il-"i~ ~ I § i ! i !~ ,

1 I I~ I 1 i
,, ,

, ,
I i I, {

"' "i!' ... ~ - "" '"' :J I=!.::; 1~\I;;i 110 ...., IT, C> .., L

I !
.... ~ '''''' ~ ~ "'" -. 1~ l~.s:- i:i'. i,...!' I..!:\ k-
0- v, ~ ~ ~ t::. .- - .- S -I!;
• i: ~l~ :5 ..... i-s,. ;, I~ r(..h

'~ "#' ~

= '-I~ '"
i

,
I

I'" .., ..,'- ~ ~ Ill', .L I.." .., i", ~v, v\ - CD ""
I i I I

- ..

OPCPOD4-13-007452



EXHIBIT

Schedule (DJL-5)

OPCPOD4-13-007453



Louisiana Power & Light Company
Louisiana PSC Docket No. U-16945

Jefferson Parish Second Data Request

Question No. B:

Please provide a copy of any written report prepared
by MSU or LP&L which describes the current status of the
nuclear generating facility referred to as Grand Gulf II
(-GG 11-).

Response:

LP&L objects to Data Request No. 8 for the reason
that the status of Grand Gulf II is not a matter within
the jurisdiction of the LPSC, and no element of LP&L's rate
application is related in any way to Grand Gulf II. Moreover,
LP&L has no authority over reports prepared by Middle South
Utilities, Inc.
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Louisiana power & Light Company
Louisiana PSC Docket No. U-16945

Jefferson Parish Second Data Reguest

Question No.9:

Please provide a copy of all guidelines and assumptions
made or established by LP&L or MSU or the GG II Task Force
which are to be utilized in the determination of whether
to continue construction or cancel GG II.

Response:

See Answer to Data Request No. B.
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Louisiana Power & Light Company
Louisiana PSC Docket No. U-16945

Jefferson Parish Second Data Request

Question No. loi

Explain in detail the types of studies and investiga­
tions made or to be made before a determination will be
made with respect to the continuing construction or cancella­
tion of GG II and provide a copy of any documents that are
related to or produced by such studies or investigations.

Response:

See Answer to Data Request No.8.
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~I

QUESTION:

RESPONSE:

LP&L DR00740
TB&A #589

Report or analysis supporting the St. Rosalie
. cancellation.

Attached is the LP&L news release of June 25, 1975
announcing the cancellation of St. Rosalie. Additional
information associated with St. Rosalie was originally
supplied with TB&A Document Request Numbers 512 and 531.
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June 25, 1975 " ':'

Louisiana Power 8r. Ught Compan9 announced today it hal> cancelled plans to

build twO nuclear-fueled generating units at its St. Rosalia Station at r'llliancc in

Plaquemines Parish.

E. A. Rodrigue, L.P&L president, 1n announcing the ca.ncellation SUited that

doubling ot the cost ~t constructing the plant trC'm 51. 2 bilHon to approximo.telr

$2.3 billion and the inability of LP&L to finance this higher COSt were the principal

reaSons for the action taken.

"Much of tne added cost can be laid to the' no-growth' environmentulists and

and the bureaucratic red tape of those Federal agencies in\'ol\'ed in reg-Lllating the

buildin~ of nuclear facUities, " Rodrigue said. He gave as an example the added cos,

involved in going ahead With LP&L's first nuclear unit at its Wmerford S'atior:.

Announced in September, '1970, at an estimated cOSt of 5230 million, he stated that

the rolings and requirements of the Atomic Energy Commission and the ]t;stice

D~"artmenr \'1ere largely responsible for the delays in smrting consrrL1Ction, ThC?sc

cldoys coupled "Ii th the increosed requirements of the Enviro:lITlcnral Prorcction riger:c::

h.:.vc tripled t:l~ cost of that plant to an estimated 5700 million and howe resulted in <1

four-year delay in time schedule.

"Unforrunately, " Rodrigue pointed OUt, "such COSt increases must evcncuolly

be mode up in the amount our customers pay for their electricity. "

In addition to LP!tL's announcement of the St. Rosalie' cuncellation, Other Mid:.le

~outll UtlHrien companies simultaneously announced cha:Jges in their expansion pl.,n~.

, .• morc
I'rll··tl:l co., r"i!t:'t~CI: P. -.::,"
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LPIllL News Release
Add - 1

M1sslsslppi Power 6: Ught Company and Middle Sout!1 Energy, Inc. wf1l del::.y the

construction of the .econd nuclear unit at its Porr Gibson plant from 1982 to 1984.
, r

Two coal-fueled units tor Arkansas Powe"r &1. LIght Company originally scheduled for

1978 and 1979 operation have been delayed to 1979 llnd 1981 cperat10n dates.
,

.' These cancellations and deferrals of announced generation and related nd-

ditions will reduce the Middle South System' a overall construction budget by' approx"

imately 5650 million in the 1975-1978 period, according to Rodrigue.

Rodrigue pointed OUt that Middle South System's construction program at the

reduced levels will raise 8 question, for the first time in the history of the ~1iddle

~outh System. 9f irs ability to meet all rhe electriC energy requ1rements of its

I customers 1n the future. Under the revised construction program. the :"riddle Sout:J

_ \ System reserve generating capacity margin, which its engineers bcHe\'e should be
I

maintained at 16 percent. will be decreased to 12 percent by 1979. A reServe margir.

at this lower level will result.in a substantial lessening of System reHabi:i'Y.

-30-

OPCPOD4-13-007460



EXHIBIT

Schedul e (OJ L-7)

OPCPOD4-13-007461



Hnli
tlff"WHol\, or .......U'U&tlO1l.,IIw~....--UJ IlJr;.QLLL.IITD~,_h ... NU

., all'~ ..... ' ." aMkJI~ 10

.....teA Uw .!I'\.#V It\hI tI .... b atCf1.Oft "J
~I) a41r .nl, b Jlta&.H till~~ I'1"'Ot'­
..,. ah&1l ..~ ''''0 1&e'e'tIo-.l ,,, .,teT.',,_
'1119 wtwlAtT MCI'tMI J"'~fJJ&f I1wI~
.Af"'.-rl.WI CrIth .,""t ,... .u..r ~ M'C'1ioft
"}I UI'Jin /Dr htJi I&Zc.bIil! Jl"r 10 ,"",pn--
I¥ 1:0 Vl/llieh.rw.t1l .~mft" .,.Jtl..

'~I No.uuJA:.InON IUQ::P16/1tVi'f2..-
IJlllf Ql'Jt'I:""'"'--" _01'Wl.Ai...oJfbtl~

., .~~ntr~~ act '" bw:W ., a-n",

.,.,c "'Ui I/IUJI'f't"I II> aJl)' ""NI(' .tUU)! Jl"l"CJ!'"
"''' /D1'~"POHI 0/ tort:t tc1I "'7.,. IN Of u..
hurul JIt.f'wJIw eo.s.o Q/ J'" V~ ~)'­
IT, h OO",,,,U"'D "' ~l t! "'1"Ii'klI /br ,..,.
M&!:"fJUI P"'I"JI'OM' n.&' N/1ut~ ~J'lp'

IV10lU if!, ~tI ~t.H No&:" OJ acon:., ...
hte:r IN IIftW.I la: NUT'PI' ""',., NJI1&Ir PI'
lEI • ITNkr .u-f tJI,. hdl. '*"""'" ....,
.. NrdMCYd tttlodh u.. •.,.,., NU
aulI'",-pttml .,.tJtoc.

tJJ ~OIIt.-#or""'~ 01 au f'1W....."""-
(AJ DC#J T.U ...n ..... -7'Iw "'"" -.o.u

W NN'nII" MlG-JU ~ cr~af-
IV Bl.I NIl,," Jpr W~ Wft t.,. ....
~ f,. ~UOIl Jl7(l)fIlfOllUl ....'t".Jf ,Jr.mtJ a! Dw ht.l.n'ft.tJJ &Iwft",
(!D4,r 0/ lIS1 AI .. ~l aIJl IIw ao.~ bQ'oft
~ 11m at '" baChft.rJIt,r ., 01" AcU, ..,

lUJ the .Ift.O'VPLt _4ch WOwW' k Dw NI­
elLCC •••udl~ V IJM aftO."t eI n&::*l
...."'-'f IlNf1: ~t.n'wl.fMl: .. ...~"C o...t
"" etITJ1Cl'I"Q.U P'lI'" r.ctw.:tio&I JlJ'D1'CUd' fa.
tit.., .. ~, IDI!!71: ." t/1..e1 Jar au I'f1trT~"1 .n.ua.r a"TI~~~_
2'bt _»rrQ( I'fltt "'1I~,rt.oft ...thod " •
~lhod ....lin which IAil!. CUIeU fA &oW I'Un"N
JtH tUJfff't1. lArr, " f'PdloUef eH1" ,..
-.e(.~"41IIIl"oJ Du~ AI -...:=: til
ft'P\,IJclil!d' boot' 0/ ~lII~l aMl.eA "PI PUrl
ID 1M rcxr'W /Or Wr-rred Wu. r:1'Nln~
arwUloa, tll~m~P\.~ etl./}'~t'tI lor 1M 1IT'O~r­

b "'~" tAt ame_1I1 Q/ IA.t ~rllW'!'l ~
IIw n:Mrpf /Or tht k/rrtf4 te.zn' V cck1Wllo
_ b:F £'lwU1p.Irl:1l.t!-

RJ IJw f'IItto Q/ Ul.t 1I~t.t &e./trI'et tua
.10' rAt In'O~ 10 Uw ~r;,u ""'"'" 41/.
~ }cr~ P"f1Pf'f'l, ... QI &oW Wi".in",
oJ UJ~ Jlfriot '11- 0'lUlIH,(J'J1. &or

ffU ••rIIoOlI"l Q/ Uk h"'UI'~
....i"h. f'I'WTIt dW1 ~P' r»eh~
lie.~ ..,~mcJ«L nt..l!QmOfftU. aLU:l
'v D'f'NU..~JW. 1ttU;l-
(JI t/U.&K lbI<O""TTOII ".Q.r~-
t~1 h ~-nw .IV'U~ ~

.., ~t1tJfI "1 M&.U """ -.ppl.r ao &JQ'~,,_"-dI. U -.'It~ 1/JG1't fJ/..r~

.,.wit. ~tiOf':~L
t~) Qt.W.LmJ:ll ta.a..l.,If &U'O~norr1ltIlOR'tT._

I'Dr ...~o.r~~1AI,"""""
~ Iolrkll. I'f'ADKtiDJ'l~.....",
""':IJ~i-

Itl~ ,.hb.Pc~ fCJ. fbJ. I~J.
or 101 Ml\'idl k1br-= M12rot.1l, IN,, ... "u..
Uct1.~ bt • 'JII6H.Hca1 .-wl~
Of. $tu.r 1M &~ of .....,.,.. &n!S
WiUlf. t"'./lt11.UtJcIIiO,

'ttl~ ill~ra~ (Cl, lDJ ...
fOJ 1Ilo'lJiQ\ Won jtgrch I, llli, ..,~.
~ AI • Jl~ tUlUOI"J' p~t ,. .... fdn..
..J "Ul'loH"", plc.u G/ IN~~~
~ Qf Ow 1""Q,itCt. _1WI

NffJ rtQc-~ tR n.bK~10.,. al/.._WI "ut fU,.NU;f\.t....u,~ _ ..

C1In IJtflreA J, lNt
(CJ I"AQJI'CT r.NUl~ 0It kaIJ.
~ It. ,' -.& JW'QJtel w~...... '" au_ ""Cf-

ft) • ~t~al nW-lM.titnl ......... J'aq
11, JUt ~pw,.n;t ,;,ntl jo "."""~
4n;.t1oJiC"r-rt.w.ur D,/.1'Ch~L~

fW .I'II6'l JlrWtcl '"" Uw~ III"~
~~t kt1Hlt'll • Ml1l1cGl~

au nd.~ " ...... t.IlIl ... IJw ..,..."')on''' ,"'"~ IlOt"'Jn IMl'l tA. ",.,~
IT t! IU .,.,w1e.W, -.ut ......... , "",..,..,h
III.,. "..., ~~A U I aot\Uw~~
~...,"'"", '1'1~

'fl I'uJt'r _CfL,l'1'Y _I.r "'!'J'OII" ., ".,...
.....,.,., IV, &IV~ ~lu"t J-cu11,- ....In....

1acU~tr WlW!~ .., IlldilM nr "'.1"'1"'
kit 1M" J"UH('f lie IItIIfdl hUduaJ """,H.
All ....... If'w.l/'kUI ~J •• i _&dl......

tA) • MU-tO'Ittll'tlWC' l'iuU """""'llll' ,,"U
., ",-ocaJ"ll'l4'~~

'.ll«tJ.lrd II;/"I'l .. IClIprrU nlc. all'
tel MI7If1/'WoG ... I'lIl#U ••u."t~t

~Q/llo.rM 1, ZlU
'~J 1"ACU'urr,~ ."". ru.·~xUlil"r...... -
W lk OP7UL-.I.w1'O~Ie) ., ....

aot l"fp}/lJ D! 1M htLn'lllI1~.. ClNW
eJ lN' '" fJ4I!,d.,. Au kt..J M&lt .lPJl-lr 10
~~ ,_ IItI'71bt Uirr~
Il. J"l ia~ """" "'1JJil I/'IfT ftdl
~k loIN alRll'\I;dt~ U " ....1l.CtU
b Uw~ aJ 81'1~ NIJclw4tll#
• ~-ef'1"" ftIbl~ tInotC .,rip IIG~
LINA."' .....~-

tAl ~ L.ItT7OoI' IDl ~ "OAU'­
1ISNft.-!'II11JoOI"CIl"G"1'J tel Q' ~f1D1l
lcrtoWJ of bt'h CcCt ,.., ., .unJ MaJJ
IIOt u~b co ~ll'/l.t~ _Ul.~t &0 a./fl.·

""1>-nHlJ IN OMl'luJ ItK 0/~lOf'I!~ea

~Ua IhL~'• • ,,11 Uw C01l.It"lId~ ....
eou,,...ffOl".. .T l"M4b'UitAt\O!l ct -"1(',\
«groT\ 6cIo1'f ••rrli l. nil., ~ ItAl £Oa­
""'doaClT~~~lI,

III J wfUl ~l 10 s.\£dI • W"":U_ll' ma­
t:r&:1 Ie i~ l1rIIUl.eur ~Jhtll," /Or
IlmU'tl'VCt&o1l, lIft:OVf~tin. Of ~UU.. ­
tiO-. MU "tHPd Q.r.c ~I'T JI~"Ch 1. JUt.
.-e~ aI,u.d'I c:rJII"It4~l"ft ..rr t&e'lJrrN
" OJ' il/'Ur n&t1'J d4/t. Dr

IIID ac.qWITK crw ~ .nrr JI~J'di I. ZtlL
~"",cn'lt ~ • biAdill$' cot.lntt:l,~ (IItCl

~N hdI '""' _Nt
tW wmtllld' b. ... t:U'a.¢IMlI.I"I,Z l"taohllioll

.,.~ C'O'S~1"IlWt JH'tN",-'1UT')' an~
u.tJplld b u.t &l;;n.fll.V hDa.ol1l,t' 10f' by •
IIPU'f' tT/nnt4t1J:'.,J ~I"I'MAn::h 1. lilt.
(J)~-

NJ /Jt~-~ III Jl1'CI'PfUf: ta
..... flU, til Dw aM o:I~)JJI~ til
H~ alJ#r~ U JUt _1M til IS­
u"'Ctf b AI :lJ1OCrd.I 0/ .-: ebltpGtkrn
iMtdI .,. "..nN' ~1')' t.c ""-1!t4l' &1IoOtu'T OoWt­
,.tf~ _~ -.:.J ,"WC kl"brt ...~ l.
un nr.b:PG1'Q.V'/'I1P-\ 'CJ oI-=-fij)oa 1",,)(1J
01 nch Cock 'N 110 ~I .-..:.: IIlPJlol, 01IJ~
IfW, PltIpI'el &0 _II~~ lie ~ hulf
1ft IVo\~, ..~...., -.of~ IWetI ..

~ ""JtrIT Dt.t au. ..c:l ~Uttt ,M('''''1UnI"~t
mJ aJofFIrrr;AJlf'f~-..f", I1u e-&It'

-' ./DcU.ttin rJw 0tV"l-..T ..... .t _id CII:l'tIl"

anect ,"Ill Ow &u,c~ K'ffI4 WWt. ~t
eo IItJ'lWi .rl~V'Lo....t~ .........
kID,.. .111'1-.0"" 1, nit, .,...,."~ fCJ at
littttioft lllflllll Of~ CocU /at ~~
.MG1I aot ~J c1lJl ~I III no\.~"
lUI ~ ~ II%tnJ~~"earr:JlacllloCM
.... IiLr~ e: iU~ ill:raM
I0I.-l, to "C,I\I:u~ Ml4'ct1oa~
..., ,"WI! kltln ••r-e41. IN"

ICJ ' ...t:~ _h. Dw e8Ih! fI!.il~
aftJ t"If6l_HC". O'r el1w-r~NbU~t..
,..,. G'J'1l"f'OW.I~ .,. P ..,,,,tlllS' ••
Ulcr14 k!I:m • .arch ,z, IN'.~ ,..~ Q/
..,bJA~ph.I (AI -=-4 '.lfW IfU'JI ~I
60 ClNi""'Ho....~ ill:~~
tAt lmn ':*elHh&I...... .. Jadli1:LQ .....
~'IIna.~

tPI ~Jnouf'r C/'t1lllltlTf1UL-h,. "",.
,.,., 01 I"iI»a~ •..,. """1,1\­
ftlLt G'$If'Vlt."ClI- ....,.. ~J'Zf
~t.trUtIUI IP ~Tffa.t Qfflw.~w.........
~(WJl4'lN~~ ~

CONGJUiSSIONAL IlECORD - HOUSE

OPCPOD4-13-007462



EXHIBIT
SCHEDULE (DJL-7)

Louisiana Power &Light CompanY
Calculation of Excess Deferred Taxes

Line
No. Description Amount

1 Account 281 Deferred Taxes $ 298,482

2 Account 282 Deferred Taxes 184,865,367

3 Account 283 Deferred Taxes 21,423,586

4 Total Deferred Taxes $ 206,587.435

5 Total Timing Differences $ 449,103,120

5 Deferred Taxes @ 34% 152,695,061

7 Excess Deferred Taxes 53,892,374

8 Depreciation Expense 112,260,607

9 Net Plant 3,405,515,098

10 Remaining Life (Years) 30.3358

11 Annual Excess Deferred Taxes $ 1,776,527

Sources:

Line 1;
Li ne 2;
Line 3;
Line 4;
Line 5;
Line 6;
Line 7;
Line 8;
Line 9;
Line 10;
Line 11;

FERC Form 1, 1985, pg. 269
FERC Form 1,1985, pg. 271
FERC Form 1,1985, pg. 273
sum of 1i nes 1-3
line 4/.46
line 5 * .34
line 4 less line 6
Updated COS, pg. 4 of 4, line 12, column 36
Updated COS, pg. 4 of 4
(l/li ne 8) *li ne 9
1i ne 711 i ne 10

OPCPOD4-13-007463
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J'ur Cost! ur ~ervitf:!i-'ibgrari'i.. v.... lsfarid TV",er &- ·l;IYlit Cdi"Ptlll1
l P S C Return on Rate Base

At Oecellber 31, 1995
(1) (2)
LIne
No. Account

(3)
Actual

l P S C

(4)
Investment

in SFI

(5)
Customer
Deposits

(6)
Coop Transm

Charges

(7)
Income
Taxes

(9)
Texaco

Settlement

(9)
Payroll

Increases

lC!::VISEO
04·Hov-86

(10)
E...,loyee
Benefi ts

1 ot It

(11 )
Property
hlCes

o
o

"

1,329,612

2,676,353
(1,132,633)

(214,108)

97,122

97, 12~
182,007

821,514

(820,835) (1,329,612)

SI,456,053

199,385
(TO1,402)
(132,522)

291,684

(987,525)
(186,678)

1,159,269

2,333,472

(1,159,269)

o

o

58,401,895

o

3,373,605

0,373,605)

(10,482,162)
(4,951,511)
11,028,895
1,660,351

(629,178)

o

o
o

o
o

o

SO

o
o

1,588,595

SI,588,595

(1,588,595)

(26,441,403)

2,266,463
428,549

2,660,631

2,695,012

o
o

52,593,902

10.17X

191,134,316
124,290,666

S940, 139,954
65,657,098
35,952,012

(16,608,860)
(2,770,508)
17,236,637 .
10,988,246

(435,191)

1,050,159,398

2,813,392,214
1,310,940,328

4,503,290
775,977

5,017,934
12,524,227

(559,847,165)

3,587,206,805
43,656,458

o
(14,282,112)
<2,858,197>

(126,547,417)
(10,776,559)

o
(472,018,769)
(10,119,327)

o
10,060,000

1,173,716,446
16,963,560

0 0
1,190,680,006 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12,560,435 5,355,643 679
28,053,273

Sl,231,293,714 $5,355,643 SO SO SO SO SO S679 SO

S3,004,321,892 S52,593,902 (S26,441,403) SO SO $58,401,895 S291 ,684 $279,129 so
========~===============~=======================================================================================~=~==~===========

............................ _ _- ----- _._ _-- _-- - .

.............................................................. - - - - _. - _ - .
Total Rate Rase

Total Operating Expenses

Net Plont
~orklng Copltol
Investment in SFI
Deferred Fuel co.ts
Deferred Irc Pr.-1971
Ace. D~f. Income Tax!s
Customer Adv. for Conat.
Customer Deposits
Oef. Texoco Settlement
Unamort. Gatn Build. Sale
Standard Coal Plant
Deferred ~aterford 3 Expn.

Operating Revenues
Retai 1 Revenues
Unbflled Revenues
Resale revenues

Total Sales Revenue
Other Oper. Revenues
Off System Revenues

Total Operating Revenues

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10 Operating Expenses:
1.1 Operation and Maintenance
12 Depreciation
13 Taxes Other Than Inc. T3K
14 Foderal Income Taxe.
15 State Income Taxes
16 De. F~.lnc.Tax·Net

17 Oef St.lnc.Tax-Ne!
18 Investment Tax Credit-Net
19
20
21
22 Net Operating Income
23 AFUDC
24
25 Return on Rate 9a.. S305,424,992 S2,660,631 (SI,588,595) SO S3,373,605 SO (Sl,159,269) ($820,835) (S1,329,612)
26 ==~==============================================================================================================================
27 Rate Bftse (average test year)
28 Plant In Service
29 Con9t. York tn ProgreBs
30 Plsnt Held for Future Use
31 Plant Acqul •• Adju.tment
32 Plant l.a.od to Oth.r.
33 Nuclear Fuel
34 Accum. Proy. for beprec.
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51 Percent Return on Rate Base

OPCPOD4-13-007465



Z of ..

(19'
Property

Gllin

(lBA)
All ot:8t ton·
Adjustment

REVI""d;;
04 ·Nov·56

(18)
Revenue
Changes

I

( 17)
Capaci ty
Charges

(16)
Deferred \.1·3

Exp<:nses

(15 )
~aterford 3

In Service

(14 )
RaN!

IncreBse

( 13)
SL Rosal ie
Abandorment

(12)
Deferred

Income TaxesAccount

(1 )
Lin<!
No.

Luulgil!n".. l""o.:ler i l.lgHt Coi''fX''''f
l P S C Return on Rate Base

At December 31, 1985
(2)

$529,622 $0 $0 ($155,492.726) $46,172,592 10 $0 (13,039,586) (131,498)
===============~=============================================~===================================================================

$3,216,857 $1,582,609 $142,774,869 ($181,333,497) $92,345,184 $2,916,280 (19,808.357) (1662) $125,;86
a~~~.=~=~==============~=====~=======~===========================================================================================

288,550,695 (26,664,874) (44,566)
o
o

o 0 288,550,695 0 0 0 (26,664,874) (44,566) 0
(1,814)
35,867

$0 $0 $288,550,695 $0 $0 $0 ($26,664,874) ($10,513) $0......................... ...' ~ .

125,186

(125,186)

(662)
o

(9,851 )

(9,808,357)2,916,280

92.940,000

(9,103,792) (46,767,408)

.57,042,831 (92,345,184) (2,916,280) (16,856,517)

,(57,042,831) 92,345,184
(124,290.666)

1,140,833,530
(1,287,046,125)

1,582,609 142,774,869

529,622

3,216,857

($3,185,606) $68,500,282 ($185,880,000) ($5,870,128) ($6,814,455) (285,583) ($251,985)
45,116,560 653,681

1,161,668 1,203,671 (107,349) (29,210)
1,348,148 121,623,036 (70,512,610) 0 2,484,238 (8,355,267) (985,240) 106,640

0 254,849 22,991,122 (13,329,416) 0 469,610 (1,579,446) (86,524) 20.159
371,826 21,920,569 78,664,416 504,718

(3,588,683) 4,143,775 14,870,400 220,578
(2,270)

(3,216,857) (1,582,609) 145,775,826

........................................................................................................_ .

(4,242,195)
1,204,896

(2,610)
2,619

(2,807)
9,283,809 (28,235)

(18,022,683) (91,045)
........ -.---~--.--------.-~ -.-.---~- (i54:~5; :46~j --.-.--.----~ .. ----.-.---:b---- ----.~ .-.-(1: ;5~:irij-----.--.: -;-~-

o 0 0 8,562,535 0 0 0 24,858 (31,498)
(14,408)

3,912
(9,646)

(629,634)
4,140

o
93,416

220,386
426,767

o
Total Rate Base

Total operatIng Expens.s

Net Plant
WorkIng Capital
Investment fn SFI
Oeferred Fuel Costs
Deferred ITC Pre·1971
Ace. Oef. Income Taxes
Customer Adv. for Const.
Customer Deposits
Del. Texaco Settlement
Unamort. Galn Build. sale
Standard Coal Plant
Deferred \laterfo~d 3 E'xpn.

Operating Revenues_
Retai l Revenues -.............
Unbilled Revenues
Resale revenues

Tot~l Sales Revenue
Other Oper. Revenues
Off Sys tern Reven~s

Total Operating Revenues

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10 Operating Expenses:
11 Operation and Maintenance
12 Depreciation
13 Taxes Other Than IftC. Tax
14 F@dernl Income Taxes
15 State Income Taxes
16 Del Fod.rnc.Tax-Net
17 Del St.Jnc.Tax-Net
18 Investment Tax credit·Net
19
20
21
22 Net operating Income
23 AFOOC
24
25 Return on Rate Base
26
27 Rate Base (average test year)
26 Plant fn Service
29 Const. Work In Progre.s
30 Plant Hald for Futur. Us.
31 Plant Acqula. Adjustment
32 Plant leased to Others
33 Nuclear Fuel
34 Accum. Provo for Depree.
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51 Percent Return on Rate Base

OPCPOD4-13-007466



o

so

"

°123,377

558,998

(558,998)

3 of If

o

o
o

°

°
so

J.l:Yi;,cD
04-Nov-86

55,191,245

o

o
°

so

1,582,609

(1,582,609)

o

°
so

1,059,244

'(529,622)

°
so

(~

°4,231

61,900

(61,900) (1,059,244)

o

so

o
177,738

706,400

(706,400)

o

so

o
422,138

1,6n,746

(1,677,746)

o

so

40,683,853

(8,179,591)

o
(4,817,825)

o

so

o
354,500

1,408,925 (19,255,963)

S2,836,000 (S38,542,598) S3,377,105 S1,421,901 S33,561 n,I85,606 '1,125,197

91,036
(1,200,195) 9,794,110 (1,429,191) (601,749) (52,729) (1,348,148) 0 (476,183)

(226,880) 1,851,439 (270,168) (113,752) (9,968) (254,849) ° (90,016)
6,517,117 1,823,861
1,123,969 (764,617)

(1,408,925) 19,255,963

(20) (21 ) (22) (23) '-. (24) (25 ) (26) (27) (28)
Sf>@ciel Standard Storm Damages '87 Peyroll . 187 Employee '87 Deferred '87 ST. Rosel fe '87 Te/'l;eco '8T Nuelesr
Study Coel Plant 000 I & 0 Increase Benef its Income T8/'l; Abondormenl Settelmemt Oper lleen

.......... . ........ , .........., . ......... . . -....... .......... . ........ - . . .. . . . . . . .. -.......

••••••••••••••••••• 0.' •••• 0· •••••••••••••••••••••• _ •••••••••••• _ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ •••

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••.•••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••• 0.

• 0 •••• 0 ••• 0 • 0 •••• 0 ',' 0 •• _ 0 •••••••• :. •••••••• _ •••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••

S354,500 S27,686,437 $422,138 SI77,738 $4,231 (S529,622) SO S55,191,245 S123,377
~==3~~=:~::~==~=~=============================================================================================:=:=:=::::==:==:::=

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 _ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

...............................................................................................................................-.

Account

Total Rate Bas@

Total Op@ratlng Expenses

Net Plfllnt
Yorklng Copltot
Investment In SFI
Deferred Fuel CoRts
Deferred ITC Pre-1971
Acc. Det. Income Taxes
Customer Adv. for Canst.
Customer Depostts
Oel. Texoco Settlement
Unamort. Gatn Build. Sale
Standard Cosl Plant
Oelerred Yaterlord 3 Expn.

Operating Revenues
Rt:!tal l Revenues
Unbilled Revenues
Resale revenues

Total Seles Revenue
Other Cpor. Reyenues
Off System Revenues

Total operating R@venues

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10 Cporotlng Expenses,
11 Op@ration and Maintenance
12 Deprecfation
13 TaxeR other Than Inc. Tex
14 Federal Income Tax!s
15 State Income Taxes
16 Del Fed.lnc.Tox-Met
17 Oel St.Jnc.Tox·Net
18 Investment Tax Credit-Net
19
20
21
22 Net Cporotlng Income
23 AFUOC
24
25 Roturn on Rote So.e (S1,408,925) SI9,255,963 (SI,677,746) (S706,400) (S61,900) (SI,059,244) (SI,582,609) SO (S558,998)
26 ====~.===========================.===================================================================:=:=:_.====== •••••••:=====::
27 Rate 9a8e (average test year)
28 Ptont In Serylc.
29 Const. York In Progr•••
30 Plant Held for Future Use
31 Plont Acqufs. Adjustment'
JZ Plant leased to others
33 Nuel.or Fuel
34 Accum. Provo for Depree.
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51 Percent Return on Rate 88S8

(1)
line
No.

_.~_.• sil!lri_ . __'er &' _ ...._.f ca:.,...._..•
l P S C Return on Rate 98se

At Oecember 31, 1985
(2)

,. ,

:1,
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(371
Total Increase

lnel PhAse-In

12,75%

(36)
Total

4 Of 4

',983,890,455
25,096,221
4,500,680

778,596
5,015,127

21,779,801
(578,375,3571

REVISED
04-Nov-86

(35)
Inc UfO P-I

12.75

1"1.53X

3,983,890,455
25,D96,221
4,500,680

778,596
5,015,127

21,779,801
(578,375,3571

,~",

(30) (31) (32) (33) (34 )
Sub '87 lex Effect on COImJi s. Pl en Adjusted

Total New Tax Law Int. syncro. Phase in Adj. Data
. . .. .. . . .. . ......... .. ~ -...... .' ........ . ...........

3,983,890,455
25,096,221
4,500,680

778,596
5,015,127

21,779,801
(578,375 ,3571(414,464)

(29)
'87 U-3
Increase

33,492,442
3,689,489

33,906,906

1,435,557,701 81,577,374 1,517,135,075 72,139,460 1,589,274,535 153,716,834
16,963,560 16,963,560 16,963,560 0

o ° 0 °o 1,452,521,261 ° 0 81,577,374 1,534,098,635 72,139,460 1,606,238,095 153,716,834
17,914,943 17,914,943 17,914,943 °
28,089,140 28,089,140 28,089,140 °

____________ ~~_~~~~~~:~~~:~~~_ .. ._~~ ._~~ ~~:~~~:~~~__ ~~:~8~:~02:~~~ ~~~:~~~:~~.~~:~~2:~~~:~~ ~~~~:~~~:~3~_

........................ ~ _ ~_ _.. ~ - _.. _ _ -

3,462,685,523 0 0 0 3,462,685,523 0 3,462,685,523
52,639,692 0 ° ° 52,639,692 52,639,692
52,579,494 52,579,494 52,579,494

(14,278,200) (14,278,200) (14,278,200)
(2,867,833) (2,867,833) (2,867,833)

(241,614) (191,469,456) (1,354,483) (83,433,424) (276,257,363) (276,257,363)
(10,772,419) (10,772,419) (10,772,419)
(26,441,403) (26,441,403) (26,441,403)

(358,332,213) (358,332,213) (358,332,213)
(9,897,941) (9,897,941) (9,897,941)
41,110,620 41,110,620 41,110,620

103,000,000 171,666,667 274,666,667 274,666,667
............ - ~ - _ -- - _ -- ~ _ -_ .

Net Plant
Uorklng C.plt.l
Investment 1n SFI
Deferred Fuel Costs
Deferred ITC Pre·1971
Ace. Def. Income TAxes
Customer Adv. for Const.
Customer Deposits
Def. Texaco Settlement
Unamort. Gain Build. Sele
St.nd.rd Co.l Pl.nt
Deferred Waterford 1 Expn.

Op@rnting Revenues
Reteil Revenues
Unbilled Revenues
Resale revenues

Total Sales Revenue
Other Oper. Revenues
Off System Revenues

Tot.l Oper.tlng Rovenues

louisiana Power &Light Company
l P S C Return on Rot@ Bos@

At December 31, 1985
(1) (2)
line
No. Account

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10 Operating Expenses:
11 operAtion and Maintenanc@ S29,515,915 814,683.286 $68,666.667 883,349,953 883,349,953
12 Deproei.tlon • 833,268 112,260,6D7 112,260,607 112,260,607
13 T.xes Other Than Inc. Tax 351,764 41,499,330 328,420 41,827,750 290,424 42,118,174

_ 14 Federal Income Toxeo (13,397,496) 9,351,244 (12,698,678) 5,744,760 29,103,297 31,5DO,623 27,32D,586 58,821,209
15 St.te Income Taxes (2,532,608) (733,226)' ° 1,208,628 6,122,984 6,598,386 5,747,923 12,346,309
16 Del Fed.lnc.Tox·Net 404,856 138,472,895 2,708,967 (26,110,491) 115,071,371 115,071,371
17 Del St.lnc.Tox-Net 76,532 28,730,551 (5,493,333) 23,237,218 23,237,218
18 Inve.tment Tax Credit-Net (1,066,629) (1,066,629) (1,066,629)
19 .• -.---- - ---- -..... -.- - - -- - -- - - -.--- - - - - - - - --' - - -.- --- - - - ---- - - -- -- -- - -. - -- - - - - -. - -. - - - - - - ... -. - - .. - '-'-' -- - - - -- --- - -" .. - - ... - - -. --
20 Totel Operating Exp@ns@s 15,252,231 1,143,198,058 (9,989,711) 6,953,388 72,617,544 1,212,779,279 33,358,933 1,246,138,212
21 - - - - .. - - - - .. -. - .. - - -. - - - - - - - - - - .. - ... - - - .. - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -. - - - .. - - - - - - .... - -. - - - - -. - - - - - - - - -. - - - - .. - - .. -. --
22 Net operating Income (15,252,231) 355,327,286 9,989,711 (6,953,388) 8,959,830 367,323,439 38,742,976 406,103,966
23 AFOOC 0 0 ° 0
24 . -------- ----- .-- - --- - - -- -- - - -- -- ----- - - - - - - - - - - - ---- - - -- --- - --. - -- -- - - - - -- - - - -- -- - - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - .. -. - - - - .. --- - -- __ . _
25 Return on Rate Base (S15,252,231) 355,327,286 S9,989,711 ($6,953,388) SB,959,8JO $367,323,439 S38,742,976 S406,103,966 ,.
26 ~2==================================================== ====================================================== ===========sz=====~===~=
27 Rate 80.0 (ovorogo tOBt yoor)
28 Plant In ServIce
29 Const. Uork In Progress
30 Plant Hold lor Futuro Uoo
31 Pl.nt Acquls. Adjustment
32 Plant le8sed to Others
33 Nuelo.r Fuel
34 Accum. Provo for Depree.
35
36
37
38
39
40_ 41

42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49 To18lR.te B.so S36,940,317 $3,097,955,864 (SI,354,483) $0 $88,233,243 $3,184,834,624 SO $3,184,834,624
50 ==============================~==~===============================================================~=====~~===============~=~=========S1 Percent Return on Rate Base

"
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Colulln

4

5

Loul~lana Power & Light Company
All Jurisdictions

Explanation of Adjustments in the
Pro Forma ~eturn on Rate Base and Rate Base

At December 31, 1965

Explanation

INVESTMENT IN SFI. Interest income received in the 12 months ended December 31, 1985 and related,
taxes on other inco•• are reclassified for ratemaking purposes as operating revenues and operating
inco.e taxes, respectively. A~justment is also made to include the investment in SFI in the rate
base.

CUSTOMER DEPOSITS. Interest on customer deposits is reclassified as an operating expense and
custo.. r deposi ts is included as' a reduct i on of rate base. "

b COOPERATIVE TRANSMISSION CHARGES. The transmission charges to cooperatives are reclassified for
rateaaking purposes froll a credit to purchased power expenses to operating revenues.

7 INCOME TAXES. This sdjustment eliminates two out-of-period adjustments to income taxes, deferred
incolle taxes and investment tax credit-net rec~rded in 1985 spplicable to years prior to 1985.

8 TEXACO SETTLEMENT. The rate base is increased as a result of the anticipated decrease in 1986
of the average allount of Texaco Settlement funds deferred.

9 PAYROLL INCREASES. This adjustment gives effect to the annualization of an sverage increase of
4.46% in wages and salaries, exclusive of Waterford J, given in April 1985 which are to be
charged to operation and maintenance expenses.

lU EHPI.OYEE BENEFITS. 1'his adjustment reflects the changes affecting the Company's savings plan,
group life insurance and pension plan programs and nCA allocate.. to operatiun and maintenance
and taxes other than income taxes and reJated income taxes. In addition, thIs adjustment adjusts
an inadvertant error in 1985 concerning the allocation of employee benefits related to payroll.
1'he rat~ase reflects the increase in CWIP' and working capit.al. .

- - -\

OPCPOD4-13-007469



"---

Colu.n Explanation

Pro

LoulMla"a Power & Light Company
All Jurisdictions

Explanation of Adjustments in the
Forma H.eturn on Rate Base anti Rate

"At December 31, 1985
Base

II PkOPEkTY TAXES: The 10-year exemptions on Waterford Unit Nos. I and 2 ends 12/31/85. This
adjustment gives effect to the estimated net increase in property taxes in 1986 attributable
to auch unita and other taxable property additiona. "

12 DEFERREO INCOHE TAXES. Thia column rellects the last of J years' amortization of the net
excess deferred incoa. taxes attributable to liberalized depreciation from each of the vintage
year's composite federal snd state income tax rates to the current composite federal and state
incoae tax rates. Also included is a reversal of a t984 vintage year adjustment made in 1985.

13 ST. ROSALIE ABANDONMENT. In accordance with LPSC Order No. U-15684, this adjustment returns to
ratepayers over a J-year period the custs of the St. Rosalie abandonment prorated to the other
coapanies of the Middle South System.

14 RATE INCREASE. This column gives the effect of snnualizing the additional revenue increase of
$285,429,000 «ranted by the LPSC in its Order No. U-16945.

15 WATERFORD 3 IN SERVICE. Operation (exclusive of fuel costs) and maintenance, depreciation
(including decommissioning), taxes other than income taxes and income taxes are included in
operating expenses to annualize the unit's initial year of service. In addition, income taxes
and deferred federal income taxes are adjusted to reflect the additional tax depreciation taken.
As (or the rate hase, ti,e balance cost of the unit is transf~rred from CWIP to Plant in Service,
accuaulated deprec lilt iun reflects the annual hatton of the Init ial year's de!.recfat Jon expense and
accullulated deferred income taxes are adjusted aa above".'

16 DEFERRED WATERFORD) EXPENSES. The adjustment annualizes the deferred Waterford 3 expenses in
accordance with the LPSC Order No. U-16945.

17 CAPACITY CHAkCES. This adjustment reflects the annualization of the changes in the demand costs
of White Bluff, reserVe equalhatlon lind I:rand Gulf I.
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Column

111

E"planation

REVENUE CHANGES.
custo.ers.

Louls lana Power ~ Light Company
All JurisdictIons

Explanation of Adjustments in the
Pro Forma Heturn on Rate Base and Rate Base

At December 31. 1985

Revenue is reduced as a result of changes in 'rate sc~ed~ies of certain industrial

19 PROPERTY <:AIN. The Company recorded in Other Income a gaIn of sale of certain property during the
year 1985. This adjust.ent reclassHIes the gain as a reduction in O~M.

20 SPECIAL STUDY. This adjustment 'reflects. for ratemaking purposes. the amortization of a specisl
study over a three-year period.

21 STANDARD COAL PLANT. In December 1985, the Company recorded a writedown of the Company's share
of certain costs applicable to the MIddle South System's indefinitely delayed future fossil
generating facilities totalling approximately $44.4 million. For ratemaking purposes, the Company
is requesting recovery of this writedown over a 10-year period, and the unamortized balance be
included in the rate base.

/

22 STORM DAMAGES ANU INJURIES ~ DAMAGES. This adjustment requests increases to recover' the large
amounts churged to the reserves in recent years. $1.2 million for storm damage and $2.3 million
public 'liability and property damage.

for

23 1987 ADJUSTHENT - PAYROLL INCREASES. This adjustment annualizes proformed 1986 payroU lhc'teases
excluding Waterford 3 (Column 9) to reflect increases in 1987 through the rate effectIve 11/20/87 at
the Barna weighted average increase as 1986. Such 1986 payroll increases we~e effectIve to April 1987.

24 19117 ADJUSTMENT - EMPLOYEE BENEFITS. As in the case of the 1987 Adjustment - Payroll Increases. thIs
adjuat.ent reflects the effect of empLuyee benefit increases in the same manner.

25 1987 ADJUSTMENT - IJEFERREII INCOME TAXES. This adjustment removes the "48-46" deferred income taxes shown
in Column 12 as it is the last year uf the 3-year amortization. 1984 - 1986.

26 1987'ADJUSTMENT - ST. I<OSALIE ABANDONHENT. This adjustment reverses Column 13 as the J-year amortIzatIon
began in 1984. for ratemuklng purposes. and ends in 1986.

OPCPOD4-13-007471



,t ,

Loulstalla Power & Light Company
All Jurisdictions

Explanation of Adjustments in the
Pro forma Heturn on Rate Base and Rate Base

At December 31, 1985
"

LJJ umn Explanation

l7 1'187 ADJUSTMENT - TEXACO SETTLEMENT. In February 1987, the Company will refund '56.4 h,illion
01 the funds received from Texaco. This adjustment increases the rate base I,y the amount of
tllis refund. ..

28 1987 ADJUSTMENT - NUCLEAR POWER REACTOR FEE. The NRC has proposed a user fee of '1.01 .illion
per reactor for all utilities having nuclear generating units. This adjustment covers such
annual coats applicable to Waterford 3 and the Company's 14% share of Grand Gulf I.

29 1987 WATERFORD 3 INCREASES. This adjustment covers the estimated increase in Waterford 3's
operating expenses (exclusive of the amount shown in Column 28) for tile 12 months ended 9/30/87.

31 1987 NEW TAX LAW. This adjustment assumes that Congress will vote for a proposed change in the
federal statutory corporate income tax rate from 46~ to 34% effective 7/1/87. No otller provisions
to the proposed ·~hange have been assumed. In addition, this adjustment reverses the 1985 tax loss
carryforward from a deferred federal income tax item to a federal income tax item.

l

32 TAX EFFECT ON INTEREST SYNCHRONIZATION. Income taxes are increaseJ by the tax effect of the
profon,a interest charges as compared tu the interest charges per books fur the year 1'1115.

33 PI~SE-IN ADJUSTMENT.
Waterford 3 Expenses,

This adjustment reflects tile phase-in to rates one-third of the Deferred
or '68.7 milliun, plus incremental ~arrying charges.

35 INCREASE TO EARN 12. 75~ AFTER PI~SE-IN. This adjustment covers the remainder of the increase
requeated in order for the Company to c"rn 12.75~ on Its rate baBe.
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EXHIBIT
SCHEDULE\"1JJ1-9 )

Louisiana Power &Light Company
Calculation of Deferred Taxes Related to Deferred Costs

Line
No. Description Amount

1 Expense Defer)::a1 $206,000

2 Deferred Taxes 94,760

3 Overa11 Return .1275

4 Return Impact 12,082

5 Pre-tax Cost of Capital .197

6 Revenue Requirement Reduction
Grossed Up for Taxes $ 18,668

I
' __ .1

7

8

9

Sources:

LPSC Expense Deferral

Deferred Tax Impact

Adjusted Deferral

$206,000

(l8, 668)

$187,332

Line 1; Tab1e 1, li ne 11
Line 2; Line 1 * .46
Line 3; Order U-16945
Li ne 4; Li ne 3 * 1i ne 2
Line 5; Table A, line 3
Line 6; Line 5 * line 2
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H. A. Vondenstein, Esq.
Parish Attorney
Jefferson Parish
New Courthouse
Post Office Box 9
Gretna, Louisiana 70074

Re: Louisiana Power & Light Co., Ex Parte.
In re: Application for Approval of
Increased Rates for Retail Electric
Service, Docket No. U-16945 Before
the Louisiana Public Service Commission

Dear Mr. Vondenstein:

28,3.6,4

I transmit the response of the Louisiana Public
Service Commission Staff to the Requests for Information that
were handed out by Jefferson Parish after the Public Service
Commission issued its Order No. U-16945.

Sincerely,

ML~
Michael R. Fontham
Of STONE, PIGMAN, WALTHER,

WITTMANN & HUTCHINSON

MRF:ku
Enc.

cc: All Counsel of Record
Louis S. Quinn, Esq.
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RESPONSES OF THE LOUISIANA
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION STAFF

TO REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION

RE COMMISSION ORDER NO. u-16945

GENERAL STATEMENT

Order No. U-16945 was issued by the Commission as
part of an expedited emergency consideration of
the rate request of Louisiana Power & Light Co.
A full evidentiary case, with exhibits, was not
placed into the record by the Staff because of time
constraints. In response to the request for infor­
mation, the Commission's consultants developed Table

~ A, attached.

Request 11 Please provide a detailed description, calcula­
tions, assumptions and considerations employed
in calculating the impact on base rates of
LP&L absorbing $284 million of Waterford 3 re­
lated costs. The information should be pro­
vided in sUfficient detail as to permit repli­
cation of the results.

Response 11

Request 12

Response 12

Request 13

Responset3

See Table A attached.

Please provide a detailed description, calcula­
tions, assumptions, and considerations employed
in calculating the impact on base rates of
the carrying charges associated with the LP&L
deferral of $206 million in revenue require­
ment. The information should be provided in
sufficient detail as to permit replication
of the results.

See Table A attached.

Please provide a detailed description, calcula­
tions, assumptions and considerations employed
in calculating the impact on base rates of
the reduced depreciation expense associated
with the provision that LP&L permanently absorb
$284 million of Waterford 3 costs. The infor­
mation should be provided in sufficient detail
as to permit replication of the results.

See Table A attached.
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Request i4

Response i4

Request i5

Response f5

Request i6

Response *6

Request t7

Response 17

Please provide a detailed description, calcula­
tions, assumptions and considerations employed
in calculating the impact on base rates of
MSE permanently absorbing 18% of the 14% share
of Grand Gulf allocated to LP&L. The informa­
tion should be provided in sufficient detail
as to permit replication of the results.

See Table A attached.

Please provide a detailed breakdown and explana­
tion, assumptions, calculations, considerations
and workpapers utilized that set forth the
reductions to the $444 million revenue require­
ment requested by LP&L down to the $190.7 mil­
lion revenue requirement order by the LPSC
in Order NO. U-16945.

See Table A attached.

Please provide a detailed cost of service and
rate base which reflects the results of Order
No. U-16945. In other words, please provide
the detail of rate base and expenses which
will be the starting point of any future rate
matters with respect to LP&L's request for perma­
nent rate relief.

Inasmuch as the Company premised its request
on a 6/30/85 test year, Staff, consistent with
past practice, would request an updated test
year reflecting the most up-to-date information
relating to investment, operating and capital
costs. Accordingly, the information requested
is not yet available and therefore cannot be
provided at this time. Staff expects to re­
quest information from LP&L in the near future
for a test year ending December 31, 1985.

Please provide a copy of the MSE (Grand Gulf)
settlement.

Staff assumes that this request refers to settle­
ment papers that were never executed. A copy
of a proposed settlement agreement is being
provided to Jefferson Parish with this response
and will be made available to other parties
upon request. The relevant terms are explained
in Order No. U-16945.
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. TABLE A

LP &L REVENUE REOUIREMENT ",

INTI:RIM RATE ORDER

($000,000)

AMOUNT
(e)

LINE
NO.
(A)

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

S.

9.

10.

11.

I_! 12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

ITEM
(B)

LPSC Revenue Requir~ent as Filed - Waterford 3

Depreciation on Additional 9qst at f~pletion

($2.840 - $2.773 % .96711% .02~

Return on Additional Cost at Completion
($2.S4O - $2.733 % .9S21J% .967 % .197~6

Total LPSC Revenue Requirement at Full Cost to Complete

Total Cost to Complete Plant in Service

Cost Absorbed by LP&L @ 10%

LPSC Depreciation Absorption (284 % .967 % .025)

LPSC Return Absorption (284 % .982 % .967 x .197)

Allowable LPSC Waterford 3 Revenue Requirement

Current Revenue - Eefore Carrying Costs

Deferred Costs

Carrying Charge on the Deferral (206 x .13 % .5)21

Total LPSC Current Revenue - Waterford 3 (LlO + Ll2)

Total LPSC Grand Gulf AIIIIual Revenue Requirement
(970 x .14 % .995)2/

Grand Gulf Absorptio'n (135 x .18)

Net Ease Rate Increase (Ll3 - Ll5)

Additional Cost of Energy Euy-Eack
(1,125,000 kw x .575 % 876 x .14 x .78)($.046 - $.015)

2,840

284

135

$ 441

2C

467

(7

(53

407

201

206

14

215

(24

191

4

.967 is the LPSC retail allocation factor •
•982 is the ratio of rate base to Plant in Service, after taking account of the reserves
for~~r,ec},!l.tio_n_and_d~f~r_~..!-.t~e~~. .

il Estimated Waterford :3 depreciation rate.
11 ~~A_~~T ~n~~ nT ~~~;t~l ~onsistp~~ with £ilad rate of return of 12.75%.
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EXHIBIT
Schedule (DJL-1D)
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Louisiana Power & Light Company
Calculation of Imprudence Disallowance
Based on Two-Year Delay in Waterford 3

EXHIBIT
SCHEDULE~-lOl

Est imated
Line Est imated Imprudence

No. Descriytion Project Costs Disallowance
{a (b) (c)

1 Waterford 3 Project Cost $3,300,000,000

2 One-Year Project Discounted Cost 3,005,738,228

3 Cost of First Year Delay $294,261,772

4 Second Year Project Discounted Cost 12,737,715,847

5 Cost of Second Year Delay 268,022,381

6 Two-Year Project Cost Delay $562,284,153

7 Two-Year Fuel Cost Penalty 179,126,000

8 Total Cost of Two-Year Delay $741 ,410,153

~o

Source and Reference
I
I,

Co 1umn (b) line 1: TB&A report, page VIII-8L_

Co1ur.m (b) line 2: Co 1UrTn (b) line 1 discounted by 9.79%
Column (b) line 4: Co lumn (b) line 2 discounted by 9.79%
Column (cl line 3: Column (b) 1ine 1 1ess Column (b) line 2
Column (cl line 5: Column (b) line 2 less Column (b) 1ine 4
Column (c) line 6: Column (c) line 3 plus Column (c) line 5
Column (c) line 7: Annual Fuel Savings (Cain Exhibit 1)

multiplied by 2
Column (c) line 8: Column (c) line 6-plus Column (c) line 7
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AFFIDAVIT

THE STATE OF FLORIDA )
COUNTY OF ORANGE )

Before me, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared
Daniel J. Lawton, who, having been placed under oath by me, did depose as
follows:

"11Y name ; s Dani e1 J. Lawton. I am of 1ega1 age and a r~si dent of
the State of Florida. The foregoing testimony and exhibits, offered by me on
behalf of Jefferson Parish, Louisiana, were prepared by me or under mY
direction and supervision, and are true and correct, and the opinions stated
therein are, to the best of lIlY knowledge and belief, accurate,_ true and
correct. II

SUBSCRIBED and SWORN TO BEFORE ME by the said Daniel J. Lawton, this
Ninth day of December, 1985.

Typed Name: Shi r1 ey Berry
My Commission expires: May 12, 1990
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