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LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

- BEFORE THE
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. U-16945
PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF DANIEL J. LAWTON

ON BEHALF OF -
JEFFERSON PARISH

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME.
My name is Daniel J. Lawton.

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

‘1 am a Principal in the firm of Diversified Utility Consultants, Inc.

WHAT IS YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS?

My business address is 211 E. 7th' Street, Suite 727, Southwest -.Tower
Building, Austin, Texas, 78701.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND.

I received a BA degree in economics from Merrimack College in 1977. In
1978 1 received an M.A. in economics from Tufts Ulniversity.

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL WORK EXPERIENCE.

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

federal regulatory bodies. I have submitted testimony in the states of

Louisiana, Minneéota, Indiana, Nebraska, North Carolina, South Caro'lina',

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

. of the dockets and jurisdictions in which I héve-testif'ied, along with my.

resume, is ‘included in Appendix 1.

WHO ARE YOU REPRESENTING IN THIS PEDCEEDING?

I am testifying .on behalf of Jefferson Parish in this proceeding.
Citizens of Jeffersbn Parish are customers of Louisiana Power & Light
Company ("LP&L" or "Company"), and there s a large interest in the

outcome of thi‘s proceeding as it will affect all LP&L ratepayers. This
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Docket No. U-16945 _ Page 2

case represents a major rate increase to consumers with the proposed
inclusion of the Waterford 3 nuclear unit in rate base.
HOW MUCH‘DF’ﬂ RATE INCREASE IS LP&L REQUESTING IN THIS DOCKET?
As will be disc'us.sed Tater in this testimony, the actual rate reﬁuest of
LP&L in this docket is difficult to determine. Based on the filing of
September 23, 1985, LP&L is requeétihg an increase of approximately $444
million. . This translates into approximately a 36% increase 1in 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 in a substantial impact on the rates
ratepayers are requested to pay.
PLEASE PROVIDE A BRIEF DVERQIEW OF DOCKET U-16945 FROM THE SEPTEMBER 23,
1985 FIl_.I;NG DATE UNTIL THE PRESENT.
As T understand the developments in this case, LP&L filed Docket No.
Uf1694'5 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 $3$4,835,000. The rate request was
based on a test year of twelve ‘monihs ending June 30, 1984. The rate
increase, 1if granted, would 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) s essentially the same rate request fi'led in May 1985
and ch‘sm'is'sed by the Louisiana Public Service Commission ("LPSC") in July

1985, The only difference between the current docket and the May 1985
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case {Docket No. Y-16518) is that the previous docket included a request
to recover the Grand Gulf I related expenses.

. ;The September 23, 1985 rate request of LP&L, also, requested that
Emergency Rate Relief be granted. In 1its filing, LP&L indicated the
foliowing: |

"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 Relief

associated with Waterford 3 by which.this Commission would

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

rate relief related to Waterford 3 and theresafter permit

the Company to implement thé rate schedules proposed herein

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 rgquests that this Commission

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

any decision thereon be prospective 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.

Q. DID THE LPSC ACT ON‘LP&L'S EMERGENCY RATE REQUEST?
A. Yes, they did. In HNovember 1985, the LPSC issued Order No. U-16945
- d1lowing LP&L immediate or iﬁterim 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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The first 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-fledged prudence review of Waterford 3, but
rather address what I believe to be incorrect and erroneous conclusions
contained in the .TB&A report.

I will also provide an estimate of what I believe to be the level of
a quantifiable imprudence penalty - based on the TB&A report and Vari0ﬁ§
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)  Amortization of Cancelled Plants and

5}  LPSC ORDER No. U-16945
WHAT MATERIAL DID YOU REVIEW IN ANALYZING THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATE
INCREASE IN REVENUES?
I have reviewed the Company's prefiled testimony, exhibits, LP&L responses
to intervenors' data requests, annual reports and the Company's direct

testimony and exhibits in previous cases before the LPSC.
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Docket No. U-16945 Page 6

HAVE YOU REVIEWED ADDITIONAL MATERIAL WITH REGARD TO THE PRUDENCE ISSUE?
Yes, I have. Material I have relied upon for my testimony (beyond LP&L
responses to Jefferson Parish 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

WHAT TYPE OF PRUDENCE OR RETROSPECTIVE REVIEW HAVE YOU CONDUCTED iN THIS
CASE?

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 ana1ysis of the Waterfbrd 3 projectf Based upon my
analysis of the TB&A retrospective feview, I have made ceréain adjustments
to their findings of imprudence to arrive at what can reasonably be stated
aé an imprudence recommendation in this case. As will be’;hown Tater, it
is my opinion that this Commission should send TB&A back to do further
in—deptﬁ studies in particular aréas so as to be able to assure this

Commission 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 mare 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 s shown later in
this testimony, TB&A did not comp1ete13 respond to the RFP of this
Commission. Therefore, it 1is my ~opinion .that the TB&A report is
incomplete, doés not address all issues réquested by this Commission, and
fails to gquantify areas of imprudence that ma} be, in fact, quantifiable.

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 td Waterford 3.
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WHAT WAS THE TB&A APPROACH TO THIS RETROSPECTIVE REVIEN REQUESTED BY THE
LPSC? |
The TB&A retrospective audit was more of an invéstigation into the
organization and management structure of LP&L during the construction of
waterford 3. At page I-4, TB&A states the following:

"Retrospective or over-the-shoulder audits assess the

prudency or‘reasonabTeness of past management:decisions and

actions. The Waterford 3 retrospective ahdit was an

investigation of how effectively LP&L obtained and employed

its organization, - manageriéf 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 'proceés in

place, and the assessment focused on how well thosé

controllable aspects of the project that most significantly

impacted costs, schedule and quality were managed."”
The above statement represents TB&A’S position with regard to théir
abproach to the Waterford 3 audit.
IS IT YOUR OPINION THAT TB&A HAS CONDUCTED A FULL-FLEDGED PRUDENCE REVIEW?
No, I do not be11eve. that the TB&A retrospective audit comprises a
fu11—f1edged prudence review,
DID THE TB&A REPORT ADDRESS ALL THE ASPECTS OF PRUDENCE SURROUNDIMG THE
CONSTRUCTION OF WATERFORD 3 THAT WERE REQUESTED BY THIS COMMISSION?
It appears that the TB&A "Retrospective Review" falls short of answering

all the questions that the LPSC wanted addressed in the prudence review.

" OPCPOD4-13-007327
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While Mr. Pous addresses, in his testimony, some of the areas that need to

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

areas I will address below.

Two documents are very important in showing that TB&A appears not to
have completed all the LPSC requirements for the prudence review. The
first document is the LPSC Requést For Proposal ("RFP"}, while the second
document is a letter to TB&A from the LPSC Sécretary Louis S. Quinn, Both
of these documents are contained in my testiéony as Exhibit _ , Schedule
(DJL-2 and 3), respectively. Both the RFP and the Louis Quinn letter
specifically address the areas of coﬁtinuing justification. In
particular, the Louis Quinn letter states:

“...the Commission wants to be advised as to the basis on

which the decision was made to continue to construct

Waterford 3. Your report shou]d-cbver the Teast cést Tife

cycle economic analysis of building nuclear, coal, 1ignite,

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

decisions.made at various times to continue to build the

nuclear generating plant.”

With regard to this issue of continuing justification, TB&A never did
conduct an economic analysis of the LP&L decisions made at various times
to continue to build the nuclear generating plant, despite the specific
request from the LPSC in the Louis Quinn Tetter dated May 1, 1986.

TB&A appears to have relied upon the LP&L documentation of more than
two dozen studies and analyses that considered the economics of using

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

OPCPOD4-13-007328
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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 oﬁtions was neﬁer conducted
after the initial decision to bu{1d the plant."

Further, at page III-65 of thé TB&A report, it is concluded that:
“While the analyses that were conducted would allow LPAL
management to infer that nuclear economics were stiTl
favorable to other options, there was no specific Teast
cost Tife.cyc1e analysis conducted during the construction
of Waterford 3." - |

What TB&A fails to note is that ratepayer§ should be provided

more than an inferrence concerning nuclear economics, when it is

the ratepayer who:is being asked to pay for approximately $3
bil1ion 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 onIWaterford 3
after the Jlengthy delay and project cost escalation

following the antitrust proceedings."

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

3 should have been re-examined in the 1974-1975 time frame and keepinglin

OPCPOD4-13-007329
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S

mind that the LPSC requested that TB&A conduct such an analysis (Quinn
Tetter dated May 1986), TB&A d%d not address this aspect of the continuing
justification question. Rather, TB&A relied upon generic rathér £han
Waterford 3 site specific results to justify the continued construction of
the nuclear option. Lastly, at page III-66, TB&A concludes the following:

."While the Company did conduct periodic -economic

justification of nuclear bower,_studies were not made using

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

1ife cy§1e analyses performed. The periodic 7economic

studies that were made —did imply that continuation of

construction was justified."
Again ratepayers and this Commission need more than a mere implication of
nuclear economics where a $3 billion investment is concerned. -
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 WATERFORD 3?7
Aside from not complying with the LPSC requirement of conducting an
ecbnomic_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 sfudies,
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 contiﬁued construction of the nuclear

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

OPCPOD4-13-007330
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PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY LP&L WOULD HAVE NO BASIS FOR CANCELLING THE ST. ROSALIE
NUCLEAﬁ PROJECT IF THE ﬁEFERENCED STUDIES WERE, IN FACT, RELIED UPON.

If TB&A is correct in its reliance on the reference\d studies;which show
the nuclear option is superior to alternate fossil-fueled geﬁeration, then
LP&L, or at the very Teast MSU, were imprudent when they decided to cancel
the St. Rosalie nuclear project in 1975, It does not make sense to cancel
thé least cost alternative as was allegedly _shown by the referenced

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

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

cancelled. It would ap-pear' that even LP&L did not always believe these
referenced studies that were relied upon by TB&A for its conclusions.

ARE THERE OTHER ASPECTS OF THE LPSC REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL THAT TB&A DID NOT
ADDRESS? .
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 éﬁpears not to
have considered the impact on the final cost estimaite of the Waterford No.
3 project of Nuclear Regulatory Commission -decisions and/or 1nspect1‘on§.
TB&A fajled to make a determination of whether or not additional costs
associated with regulatory changes and requirements could have been
avoided by anticipating the changes through proper oversight
responsibility.

WITH REGARD TO THE TB&A'ﬁEPORT, WHAT AREAS OF THAT REPORT WILL YOU BE
ADDRESSING? - |

Given time and data constraints, I wﬂ_1 be addressing what I believe to be

the most dimportant aspects of the TB&A report. I will jarovide what I

OPCPOD4-13-007331
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1 believe to be-a_more accurate quantification of imprudence with regard to
2 LP&L's Waterford 3 project based on the TB&A report and data I have.
3 ' The areas of the TB8A report I will be addressing are as follows:
4 A)  TB&A Assumptions and Guidelines
: 5 B) Contract Strategy
Lf 6 C) Cost and Schedule Control
- 7 D) Financial Ménagement
_ 8 E} Licensing -
oo F)  Outside Audits
- 10 G) TB&A's Imprudence Quantification Approach
Lj 11 H)  Summary and-Findings
- 12
L 13
_ 15 -
Ul 16
Y
- 18
19
"
o=
| 22
i 03
24
5
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SECTION I1
PRUDENCE DEFINITION

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE CONCEPT OF PRUDENCE AND IEPRUDENCE WITH REGARD TO
REGULATION.
The disa11bwance of cost associated with impfudent actions s a
fundamental requirement of traditional regulation. Disallowances
resulting” from imprudent actions are a . fundamental part of- the
responsib%]ity given to a regulatory body when setting reasonable rates
for utility services. This charge of ensuring that all costs are
prudent1y' incurred is necessary to protect the ratepayer from being
charged escessive rates by public utilities. If, for example, in a
competitive market a firm tried to impose on its customers a higher price
because of cost from imprudent actions, the customers could take their
business to a more éfficient provider .of the same Service at a Tower
price. On the contrary, utility ratepayers ﬁave no such choice to go to
an alternative provider of the same service. Monopolies are granted
franchises and therefore ménopo]y rights with régard to utility services.
UtiTities must be motivated to act in a prudent fashion by the threat
that the prospect of dimprudently dncurred cost will, 1in fact, be
disallowed by the reQuTatony body. Therefore, regulatory bodies have as

an obligation the responsibility to impose such disallowances on utility

investments when such disallowances are warranted i.e., when such

investments are imprudently incurred.

Q. WHAT DEFINITIDN OF PRUDENCE, 1IN YDUR OPINION, SHOULD THIS COMMISSION

FOLLOW WHEN EVALUATING THE RECORD IN THIS DOCKET?

OPCPOD4-13-007333 .
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In_eva1uating prudence in this case, the Commission must determine whether
the Company acted reasonably under all tbe circumstances at the time the
actions in question were taken. Clearly; ‘the investors of LP&L should
receive reasonable protection for all investments made by LP&L that were
prudently incurred and which -were dedicated to serve the public.
Invesfor‘s should not be penalized by applying hindsight to decisions or
ac%ions that were reasonable at the time the decisions were made. The
Coﬁmission, when applying the reasonableness standard noted above, shouid
also require that LP&L be held accountable if it is determined that LP&L,

in fact, failed to respond adequately to changing circumstances or to new

~challenges as the Waterford 3 pfoject progressed. Ratepayers of LP&L are

entitled to protection from the consequences of unresponsive or imprudent
management and decisions. Therefore, there are two parts to the equation
with regard t6 prudence. On the one hand, oné should not use hindsight;
but also one should protect ratepayérs from the Company's failure to
respond adequately to changing circumstances. By following both parts of
the equations, the Commission can ensure that the rates set are truly just
and reasonable,

| Ih summary, the Company's conduct should be judged by considering
whether the conduct was reasonable at the time, under all the
circumstances, considering that the Company had to solve its problems
prospectively rather than with the reliance of hindsight. Further, while
industry norms may, in fact, be helpful 4in Tooking at a particular
situation with regard to cost, planning, etc., these industry norms are

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

OPCPOD4-13-007334
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were reasonable at the time. Industry norms cannot be relied upon as the
deciding factor when determining whether the Company was responsible in
its judgment. For example, inu:_lusf%y norms in the nuclear fndustry may
only dindicate that Waterford 3 costs are higher than average in a very
flawed industry.
DOES THE COMPANY HAVE .A STANDARD IOF PRUDENCE WHICH IT HAS PUT FORTH IN
THIS CASE, DOCKET NO. U-169457 |
It appears that the Company's position on prudence is set forth in the
statement of James M. Cain, dated November 12, 1986. Mr. Cain fis
President and Chief Executive Officer of LP&L and has held that position
since 1983. At the first page of his statement Mr. Cain states:

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

Tooking at this whole subject without exersizing hindsight

and' gauging our conduct on the basis of prudence being the

conduct of a reasonable pe;r'son 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
Commission to follow should be that anybody in his right mind who was
hired by LP&L and makes a decision should always be found to be prudent in.
that decision rnak'iné process. Mr. Cain's standard would find nothing
wrong with LP&L turning over all its authority of oversighf of the
Waterford 3 project to the contractor engineer, architect-engineer,
Ebasco. Further, Mr. Cain's étandard would totally ignore the fact that a
company should be Jimprudent.if it gave the decision to construct and go

ahead with the unit to an architect-engineer. LP&L's standard 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 a11owed:to;ever determine imprudence, because, Mr. Cain
ignores the fact that qualified rea;onabTe people sometimes make imprudent
decisions.

DID THE COMPANY PUT FORTH THE CASE OF PRUDENCE WITH REGARD TO WATERFORD IN
THIS DOCKET?

No, the Company has not put forth a case showing prudence with regard to
the construction, continuing Jjustification, and final cost of the
Waterford 3 project. Mr. Cain, under cross-examination, indicated 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 i.e., LP&L's burden to show
ﬁrudence, but rathér, the Commission and intervenor's burden to show
imprudence. Clearly, Mr: Cain is attempting éo shift the burden of proof
in this matter when it rightly belongs with'the Company.

Therefore, there is nb record evidence from LP& or its parent MSU
which shows that the Waterford 3 project was prudently constfucted,
managed, or whether, in fact, the nuclear option should even have been
selected.

DID MR. CAIN HAVE ANY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO THE TB&A RETROSPECTIVE
REVIEW OF WATERFORD 3?
Yes, Mr. Cain had a number of comments with regard to the TB&A report.

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

OPCPOD4-13-007336



14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

=5

Docket No. U-16945 : Page 18

"I am, and LP& s, particularly aggrieved by any
conclusion that LP&L has been imprudent, in any respect,
and, particul ar]_\;;, imprudent to the extent of $'I43. million."
Mr. Cain further sfates:
"1 am not saying that LP&L has been perfect in its planning |
and construction of Waterford 3. MNobody is perfect."
Yet, Mr. Cain does not feel Jjustified in putting forth the case with

regard to explaining the imperfections and associated cost increases of

LP&. on the matters of construction énd planning of the Waterford 3

project. Mr. Cain further indicates at page 3 of his statement that LP&L
is criticized for maintaining jts tradition of héving a lean staff. Mr.
Cain ignores the fact that the TB&A report finds that the LP&L tradition
of Tlean staffing was not appropriate with regard to not only the new
technology of the nuclear option undertaken by LP&L, but also with regard
to an 'investmentiwhich itur‘ned out to be approximately $2.84 billion.
Further, Mr. Cain ignores the fact that LP&L's own consultant, Management

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

While the management and oversight role of this $2.84 billion investment

in Waterford 3 may have been lean, the expenditures on the Waterford 3
project were far from being Tean. This policy of lean-ness will be

discussed later in this testimony.

QOPCPOD4-13-007337
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SECTION III
TB&A'S ASSUMPTIONS

DO YOU HAVE ;ﬁMY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO THE UNDERYLING ASSUMPTIONS
EMPLOYED BY. TB&A WITH REGARD TO THE RETROSPECTiVE REVIEW ON WATERFORD?
Yes, I have a number of comments. First, the overall assumptions employed
by TBEA are conservative in favor of LP&L rather than being balanced
between the ratepayer and the Company. In my opinion, the underlying
assumptions employed by TB&A and guidelines used in the retrospective
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 I-4:

"We adhere to our belief 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

actions is not the proper indicator of the reasonableness

of management's action."
While I do, in fact, agree with TB&A that hindsight should not be employed
in a case for the determination of prudence, TB&A, in fact, violated this
assumption = in a nﬁmber of places inm 1its 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

commercial operation dates within eighteen months of the

Waterford 3 cbmmercia1 operation date of September 1985,

The average capital cost, including AFUDC, of the nineteen

OPCPOD4-13-007338
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plants in this sample {(excluding Waterford 3) is $3475 per
kilowatt capacity. On this basis, the $2572 per kilowatt
_ c;pita1 cost of Waterford 3 is 26 percent less than this
.average and appears to compare quite favorably." '
On that same page, it is further stated:
"Here the Waterford 3 cost of $2075 per kilowatt is very
. near the average cost of $1988 per kilowatt. When compared-
on this basis, the cost performance of Waterford 3 is
average for contemporaneous plants of this type."
Such conclusions and inferrences made by TB&A can only made with the use
of hindsight. This 1is 1in direct vio]atfon of one of their basic
aésumptions. It appears that TB&A uses ﬁindsight when it favors LP&L, but
when hindsight is used to work against LP&L, TB&A sticks by its original -
assumption, |
| An additional comment with regard to TB&A's comparison of Waterford 3
to other nuclear projects at Exhibit VIII-6 is warranted. TB&A compares
Waterford 3-costs to the costs of eight other nuclear units. Five of the
units in the comparison have had imprudence findings against them by
various regulatory commissions. Two of the units are not yet complete,
but with regard to one of the two, Seabrook 1, there has been substantial
controversy regarding its construction. It is also my understanding that
the regulatory commission in North Carolina will be conducting an in-depth
prudence review of the Harris Unit 1.
A1l one can conclude from this comparison is that TB&A has included a

comparison of many units that have had imprudence findings to compare to
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LP&L's Waterford 3 unit. Yet, TB&A never mentioned in its report that it

was comparing  Waterford 3 to nuclear units that other regulatory

eommissions had considered partially imprudent.

WHAT TB&A ASSUMPTIONS APPEAR TO BE BIASED IN FAVOR OF LP&L?
Another assumption used by TB&A is as stated on page I-4:
"Simitarly, the mere existence of one or more errors on the
pfojedt attributable to either owner or contractor actions
does not in itself signify unreasonableness or imprudence.
The existence of a large number of errors or the generic
nature of a specific error or group of errors, however,
would be cause for suspecting unreasonable management
actions.”
This assumption 1is obviously biased when one looks at the quantity of
errors in énumerating a decision of imprudence. One should not review the

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

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

and one error results in $1 biltion of imprudence, then TB&A could

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

Jjustify or suspect dimprudence. Obviously, one must Took at the magnitude

and nature of the error in addition to the absolute quantity of errors
made. Also, numerous errors, even under TB&A's approach, should lead to
more than a mere suspicion of imprudence.

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

Yes, there were. In particular, the assumption of what I refer to as the

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

OPCPOD4-13-007340
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i 1 and it is my opinion that it could result in significant do'!'lafs lof )
: .2 imprudence not being quantified ‘or addressed in this retroépective
| 3 - review, The critical path assumption to which I refer is TB&A's basic -
I position or premise that so long as a task, although it may be imprudent,
| 5 did not change the critical path of the. project, then there 1is no
6 quantifiable Jmprudence. In other words, if a task was Jimprudently
- 7 | managed by LP&L and resulted in delay, but if at the same time other -
_‘ 8 factors outside LP&L's control were occurring which also slowed or delayed -
‘i’f‘f 9 the.project, the imprudeni? task would not be quantified given that these
| - 10 other factors would have delayed the project anyway. Taking this
| * 11 assumption one step further, TB&AR is basically concluding that if a task
12 takes two or three times as Tong as it should have, there 1is no
_13 quantifiable imprudence associated with this task if, at the same time,
{114 external factors outside the control of LP&L were occurring which would
- ?15 have delayed the projeét anyway. Clearly, any task which takes two or
| lL 16 three times as long as it should will 1ikely result in higher costs for
' 17 that task. It appears that TB&A did not review items which were off the
_ 18 critical path, even if the tasks (off the critical path) were imprudently
19 managed. |
| 207 Q. CAN YOU SITE ANYWHERE IN THE TB&A REPORT WHERE THIS ASSUMPTION IS RELIED
21 UPON IN THE ANALYSIS?
29 A. Yes, I can. At page E-5 of t'he report, TB&A states the following:
23 "It was not reasonable, however, to fail to use the delay
24 to develop detailed schedules and acceptable bidding
"f‘ V5 documents for thé priority construction cont.r'acts. Rather
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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 construction permit
was granted, Instead, TB&A found, LP&L and Ebasco were not
ready. It took until May 5, 1975, five and one-haif months
after receipt of the CP, to issue the request for bid on
the concrete contract. This contract was identified in
early schedules to be on the critical path for the
project. TB&A's schedule analysis found that problems 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 - cpnc1uds that because of. probjems with site dewatering and
excévation, the delay 1in establishing the concrete contract i.e., the
imprudence on LP&L's part with regard to this contract, had no impact on
the overall schedule. However, TB&A did not-determine whether the five
and one-half month delay in the procurement of a concrete contract
resulted in procuring a higher cost concrete contract than would havg been
negotiated five and one-half months earlier. Further, on page E-5, TB&A

notes the following:
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"LP&L's continued attempt to get fixed-price contracts
resulted in delays due to having to rebid the work when no
or unacceptable bids were received. Delays of up to fﬁve.
months in the issuance of contracts occurred as a result.
Project delays beyond LP&L's control in the concrete work,
however, lessened the importance of the contract delays.
Nonetheless, TB&A  concludes  that the unreasonaLTe
contracting strategy contributed to a construct%on
completion delay.”
TB&A now concludes that because the concrete contract was delayed because
of both dimprudence on LP&L's part, and also external factors (dewatering
and excavation outside of LP&Lfs control), most of the contract delays
that followed were not found to be imprudent because the critical path had
been delayed gfven the timing of the concrete contract. It does no£
appear that any investigation as to whether the delay 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 utilize

conventional external markets to the extent reasonable in

an attempt to finance the project and prevent the 1980

manpower reduction. In'addftion, TB&A finds that LP&L had
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tried to expedite the NRC.Ticensing review process, had not

succeeded and was concerned that Waterford 3 would be

completed a year in advance of being able to receive an

operating license. Based on these two findings, no impact

has been assessed in this area.”
Once again, we have a situation where the project was slowed down and the
labor force was cut from 3,000 to 2,000, yet any inc§éase in the overall
cost due to the finance cutback was not found to be {mprudent because at
the same time LP&L was struggling to get an operating license and,
therefore, the critical path was the procurement of the operating license
froﬁ the NRC. TB&A has concluded that because the operating license was
not yet attained, the financing deléy had no impact on the cost of the
unit. It should be noted in the section of my testimony where I address
cost scheduling and its impacts on financing that, cost increases Qere the
result of the financing delay as evidenced by the Company;s own documents,
and TB&A did not attempt to quantify imprudence associated with the
cutback in 1980 or the cutback in 1977. |
DO YOU AGREE WITH TB&A'S ASSUMPTION THAT IF THERE IS NO QUANTIFIABLE
IMPACT ASSOCIATED WITH AN AREA OF IMPRUDENCE THEN RATEPAYERS ARE NOT
HARMED?
Yes, I do agree with that assumption. Clearly, if an area of imprudence
does not Tead to increased cost to ratepayers then, in fact, ratepayers
have not been harmed. I do not agree with TB&A's assumptions that if
external factors out of LP&L's control were affecting the critical path of

the project, that there is no imprudence associated with the task because
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‘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 I-6, TB&A states
the following: |
"TB&A recognized early in the evolution of performing
retrospective reviews of nuclear power plant construction
projects that a difference in two numberg - a difference
between estimated and actual costs, fm:- example, or a
deviation from findustry average costs, is not in itself
sufficient cause for either a charge of unreasonab‘leness or
a defense of reasonableness. Even making adjustments to
allow "apples to oranges" comparisons - to take dinto
account factors unique to a project - does not eliminate
the need to first demonstrate the fundamental nature o%‘ the
unreasonableness. Only then can c-ost' impacts be'
quantified.”
TB&A appears to have a more stringent standard than is necessary from a
ratepayer's, regulatory body or even a utility perspective. Clearly, if
the Company is found to be ‘imprudent in 1its 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 unreasonableness is not necessary. The Company should be

reguired to be reasonable at all times in all actions.
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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?

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

Company (“SCEC") in the capacity of litigation support on the San Onofre
nuclear generating station ("SONGS") prudence study. 1In that case, SCEC
was defending itself in a prudence case before the California Public
Utility Commission. SCEC did not bé"['ieve it was imprudent in the
construction of SONGS and hired TB&A ﬁ;r assistance, the Commission did
conclude a substantial dimprudence finding very recently of approximately
$350 million. It shouid 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.wor'ked on by TB&A staff was the South Texas Project
before the Public Utility Commission of Texas wit:h regard 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 first show that the CWIP dollars were prudently
incurred and that CWIP in rate base is necessary for financial integrity.
Therefore, the State of Texas has a twofold test j.e., one of financial |
integrity and, secondly, one of prudence. The TB&A staff witnesses who
conducted the study testified before the Public Utflity Commission of
Texas on behalf of Houston Lighting & Power Company and concluded that STP
w‘as; in fact, prudent. The Commission in that case concluded that the
Company had not made a showing of prudence with regard to STP and,’

therefore, disallowed any CWIP in rate base. The TB&A approach as shown.
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in the Waterford study is, in fact, very conservative and blased in favor of

LP&L, and should be Tooked at in this regard.
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- SECTION IV
CONTRACT STRATEGY

SELECTION OF AN ARCHITECT-ENGINEER AND CONSTRUCTION MANAGER -~

DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO LP&L'S SELECTION OF EBASCO ASVTHE
ARCHITECT-ENGINEER FOR THE WATERFORD 3 PROGJECT?
Yes, I have a number of comments. At page I1I-8 of the TB&A report, a
discussion of LP&L's detérminatfon and decisions with regard to the
selection of the arch{tect/engineer ("A/E") 1is shown. ATthough
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
uitimately selected Ebasco.

TB&A further notes:

"Apparently, LP&L did not seriously consider contracting

with anyone other than Ebasco t6 engineer and manage tﬁe

construction of Waterford 3. This reliance on a sole

source of these services was predicated largely on a long

and {in LPL's judgment) successful relationship between

Ebasco and LP&L."
TB&A further notes:

"In the absence of competitive propqsa1s for this contract,

TB&A proceeded to evaluate the Ebasco contract against

contemporaneous contracts that we have studied in other

nuclear retrospective reviews," |
Thus, LP&L did not pﬁt the Waterford 3 job out to competitive bid, and

TB&A merely evaluated the Ebasco contract against contemporaneous
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contracts to determine whether the Ebasco contract was reasonable,

WHAT DID TB&A CONCLﬁDE WITH REGARD TO THE EBASCO CONTRACT AND THE BIDDING
PROCESS? : | ;

At page I11-11, TB&A concludes the following:

"First, as to the selection of Ebasco to provide AE/CM

services, we find that although the ©process was

noncompetitive,  Ebasco was a reasonable choice.  This

conclusion is Based largely on the combination of Ebasco's
qualifications and its strong past relationship with LP&L."

LP&L did not pﬁi 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® 1in the bidding process, knowing full well
competitor§ also would be subm{tting bids to LP&L for:thé same project.
Clearly, any time a Jjob is put into the competitive;'marketp1ace, 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 reasonable price. TB&A apparently did no investigation 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& was unable to
quantify an impact qssociatéd 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 concessions could have

been negotiated.
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SECTION V
COST ESTIMATES

DO YOU HAVE "ANY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO THE TB&A REVIEW OF THE LP&L COST
ESTIMATES AND SCHEDULING?

Yes, I'have numerous comments concerning TB&A's analysis, conclusions and
use of those cdnclusions, regarding cost estimates. First, with regard to
cost estimatés, such estimates are very important in the process of any

project. The dinitial estimatés, and continued reevaluation of the

~ 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 afe véry 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 aﬁd efficient manner. Thg most important aspect of
all the estimating of the Waterford 3 costs 'is the factor that the
estimate must be as accurate as possible so as to evaluate the economics
oflthe.project.‘ |

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

"tbasco was responsible for preparing cost estimates. LP&L

supplied its own estimates for LP&L-specified costs. The

baseline estimates were originally prepared in the Ebasco

New York office. Later forecasts were prepared fn the

Ebasco field office, where most of the necessary cost data

was avaiiable. Most of the construction cost forecasting

was done utilizing manual technigues based upon actual
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dollar expenditures and‘ﬁata derived from the computerized
Project Quantity and Manpower Report." |

Once again, becuase of LP&L's inexperien¢e %nd Tean staffing, LP&L, dn
fact, relied upon its A/E for cost estimates as well as schedule
estimates. But, LP&L appears to have ignoréd itﬁ oversight role as well
as its responsibility with regard to ensuring accurate estimates for
projec% cost. The inaccurate estimates. that resultéﬁ, and discussed
be1ow,i during the Waterford 3‘ project may have caused the project to
continue when, in fact, more accurate estimates combined with a site
specif}c economic analysis .wou1d have indicated the project was not a
viable alternative.

WHAT, IN FACT, WERE THE ORIGINAL COST ESTIMATES, AND HOW MANY TIMES DID
THESE ESTIMATES CHANGE OVER THE LIFE OF THE CONSTRUCTION PROJECT?

The detailed cost estimates prqﬁided by Ebasco in conjunction with LP&L at
various points in time from the 1970 initial estimate to the final cost
estimate in 1985 are shown in TB&A's Ethbit 111-17. As can be seen from
this schedule, the Waterford 3 cost estimates were changed fourteen
different times above and beyond the initial or conceptual estimate., The
initial estimate when the project was announced in November 1970 was what
is referred to as an order of magnitude proposal estimate by Ebasco which
TB&A indicates was based upon Ebasco's previous experience in the
industry. This estimate for the Waterford 3 projéct was $230 miTlion for

an 1100 megawatt unit. This trans]ates into an estimate of approximately

$209 per kilowatt of capacity investment for the nuclear project.
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SR
A
e

The first deta:ged project estimate was prepared by Ebasco and

suppiied to LP&L in March 1973, Ebasco's estimate at this point was $445

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

engineering being completed. It appears that the T14% contingency
allowance was for capital cost estimates, quantity variances, design
refinement, pricing errors, craft labor performance and escalation.

Thus, the initial estimate of .$230 miilion increased by approximately

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

specific and contained much of the preliminary engineering work being
completed.

At page 1I1-36 of the TB&A report, the fol1owfng is noted:

"t P&l did not authorize Ebasco to perform a detailed

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

potenﬁia1 for extended delays in the antitrust proceedings

created sufficient uncertainty to de1ay the estimate

preparation.”
One must wonder how fruitful LP&L's position was given that a true
detailed cost estimate prepared in this time would be a good indicator of
whether the project should go forward, or not, after the CP was granted.
This time could have been spent in analyzing the true costs of

constructing the Waterford 3 project and comparing them to other

_ alternatives. This is especially true in Tlight of the antitrust

proceedings that were going on and the problems LP&L appeared to be having
with regard to the Ticensing ‘of the Waterford project. Had not the

Waterford 3 project been granted a license by the NRC, LP&L should have
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been in a position to consider all least cost alternatives.

page, TB&A goes on to note:

Page 34

At the same

"LP&. requested Ebasco to- perform a detailed estimate in

November 1974. An order of magnitude $710 million estimate

was developed in December (there was not sufficient lead

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

It is further noted that:

"Despite the fact that- the scheduTe had been extended

fourteen months (although it hadn't been officially

approved until December 1975} LP&L again approved a. $710l

miTlion estimate for Waterford 3 in October 1975,

In

‘Bugust 1975 internal LP&L memorandum had pointed out that

the estimate was based on an out-of-date schedule and on

" old purchase orders which hadn't been updated to reflect

new site need dates. The new construction schedule was

reviewed with LP&L 1in December 1975, It showed

a

fourteen-month slip in the commercial operation date.

Ebasco estimated a total project cost of $800 million based

on this schedule.”

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

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

factor due to the fact that the schedule had sTipped in excess of one yeaf

in one case. Yet, LPAL insisted on using out-of-date 1information in

estimating the cost of the project.
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t

Rather than have Ebasco provide a detailed cost estimate which Ebasco

indicated to LP& 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
14z for to-go costs was included. It should 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.

DOES THIS MEAN THAT LP&L MNEYER HAD A DEFINITIVE COST ESTIMATE FOR THE
WATERFORD 3 PROJECT THAT WAS ACCURATE FROM ITS INITIAL ESTIMATE IN
HOVEMBER 1970‘UNTIL AT LEAST JULY 19787

Yes, that is correct. Based upon the TB&A rebort, LP&L never had a
definitive detai}ed cost estimate which took into consideration schedule:
sTips and delays for ;the period November 1970 until July 1978.

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?

Approximately $600 million including AFUDC was expended on the project
between 1970 and July 1978. Also, based on the facts set forth in the
TB&A reports, the Company issued bonds, preferred stock and equity to
finance its Waterford 3 endeavor without knowing 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 Qccurred, yet were dignored by LP&L. .A'l‘l LP&L knew in

1978 was that it had spent approximately 2-1/2 times the initial $230
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million estimate without knowing how much it had to go as far as
completing the unit.
WHEN WAS THE FIRQ#'DEFINITIVE COST ESTIMATE MADE?
1t appears that the first definitive cost estimate was issued in August,
1978. At page III-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

deﬁ'ni‘tive estimate which was internally consistent was not

prepared and approved for wéterford until mid-1978., LP&L

reviewed it in March 1978 and requested changes. Revisions

were made and a definitive estimate was ssued Tn August

1978. The $1.11 billion estimate was based on a May 1981

fuel load date. The absence of ah overall schedule that

included the then-current eight-month schedule delay meant

that certain assumptions had to be made."
Once again, the first definitive estimate was made by Ebasco in August
1978, but it appears that an eight-month schedule delay was not included -
in that estimate and, therefore, certain assumptions had to be made.
Thus, there is still no estimate made that includes all the impacts that
are going to occur with regard to the Waterford 3 construction project.
Another point that should be wmade is that the first definitive $1.1
billion estimate made in August 1978 was similar to the $1.1 bi1lion cost
for each of the St. Rosalie units in 1975, which was cancelled because of
its enormous cost. Yet, it does not appear that LP&L made any

consideration with regard to cancelling the Waterford 3 unit because of
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appeared to be an increase from the conceptual estimate of

approximately 4.8 times.

WHAT NEREA?B&A'S CONCLUSIONS WITH REGARD TO THESE COST ESTIMATES FOR THE

WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?

At page I1I-38 of the TB&A report, the following is stated:

"LP&L started construction with only a conceptual estimate
in. place, despite the fact that Ebasco was 50% complete

with engineering. TB&A finds this neither typical nor

reasonable, After Ebasco developed the detailed

preliminary estimate in 1975, LP&L did not authorize Ebasco
to do another one until 1978. LP&L maintained and approved
the same cost estimate at one point in this time frame
despite a significant schedule siip. These actions are

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

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

serijous effort at developing its portion of the cost

estimates, and annual updates of the .total estimates were
made which appropriately considered actual project
conditions., The accuracy of LP&L's portion of the cost
estimates suffered, however, until 1982 when it had
detailed plans of the total work required to do the job.
As discussed in Chapter VIII, Section B, TB&A did not find

a quantifiable 1impact associated with this area of

imprudence.” (Emphasis added)
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It appears that TB&A would agree that LP&L's inexperience and lack of care

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

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

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

cost estimating until 1982, Therefore, the Company expended approximately

$1.8 billion over a 12-year period before it endeavored to seriously

-develop a detailed cost estimate of the total project cost. It should be

noted that LP&L finally took the cost estimating process seriously at a
point in time when the project costs were approximately $1.6 billion more
than the total project was supposed to cost initially.

TB&A CONCLUDES THAT THERE IS NO QUANTIFIABLE IMPACT RELATED TO THIS
IMPRUDENCE.ON LP&L'S PART. DO YOU AGREE?

No, I do not. LP&L's imprudence led to many problems with regard to the

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

‘estimates or attempts made to develop a detajled cost estimate for the

majority of the Waterford 3 construction period, there was no basis for
LP&L to ever conclude during this project throughout the 1970's whether

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

‘of generation such as coal. In other words, to do a least cost 1ife cycle

analysis or any other type of analysis, one would have to have some idea
of what the investment cost for the nuclear alternative. For example,
LP&L claims when it realized what St. Rosalie was going to cost, it
immediately canée'lled the unit. Further, even when it did authorize cost
estimates, it still chose to ignore or" try to adjust for known schedule

s1ips which would negate the accuracy and, thus the dependability, of any
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cost estimate developed. LP&L, as 1s obvious from the above, had no idea
what the cost for the Waterford 3 project would be given that they did not
attempt to do a detailed cost analysis which considered all known
cirCUmstances, As can be seen on Exhibit III-41, pages T through 6, of
the TB&A report, TB&A relies upon numerous studies that were done to
justify the continued construction of the Waterford 3 project. Many of
these studies were LP&L site specific studies with regard to the Waterford
3 projéct versus coal. None of these studies can be considered reasonable
or accurate given the fact that LP&L did not have a reasonable cost
estimate for the capital investment for Waterford 3. Therefore, it must
be concluded that LP&L's imprudence with regard to the éost estimating
process led to providing wmisleading information with regard to the
continuing economic justification studies.

WHAT OTHER PROBLEMS HAS LP&L'S IMPRUDENCE WITH REGARD TO COST ESTIMATING
LED TO WITH REGARD TO THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?

A major area of concern would be with regard to the financing of the
project. As‘TB&A has concluded 1in this Eeport, and as I will discuss.
Tater, the financing of the project requires the knowledge of how muéh the
project will cost and when specific amounts are required so that a
determination of the financing neéds can be made. Clearly, the Waterford
3 project was estimated to be a Targe and costly project i.e., Targer 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 1idea of what this project was going to cost the Company, and
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uTtimateiy the ratepayers. Given that the financing department was never
provided accurate or reliable cost estimates, because of the cost
estimating imprudence, the financing endeavor was troubled. For exampie,
as is noted later in this testimony, there was a slow-down in the project
by Tlaying off 15% of the workers on the Waterford 3 project due to

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

construction started on the project, a financing problem occurred. ﬁad

the finance department been able to plan and project, based upon; a
detajled cost estimate, the Company wouid have known whether it could have
financed this project on a timely basis. Beyond that, a reasonag1e
detailed cost estimate would have provided the ffnance department guidance
with regard to the timing and extent of financing needed in the 197Z
period., Further, there was an additional financing problem in 1980. It
is important to noté that these cost estimates did ﬁot Tead to avoiding
these -financing delays, but rather, ‘possib1y caused these financing
delays. These factors must be taken into consideration when one is
determining a quantifiabTe impact of imprudence;

In summary, it appears that TB&A has totally ignored the impact of
the imprudent cost estimates of the Company and, as a matter of fact, is
contradicting itself by relying upon the studies shown in Exhibit III-4]
as well as not finding any Jmprudence with regard to the financing
de]ays. These imprudent cost estimates found by TB&A and clearly shown in
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 1imited basis, TB&A addresses the financial management surrounding

| 6 the Waterford 3 project. Considerable discussion 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 We-xter'ford 3
9 plant. At page III-4S, TB&A notes the following:
- 10 "LP&'s construction program dominated 1its planning and_
‘( 11 budgeting activities since the mid-1970's. The Waterford 3
!_._i_,__12 project developed its own budgeting process, which resulted
t’ 43 in a Waterford 3 budget and estimate that would be incTuded
S 14 in the construction budget. Based primarily on the Tlevel
15 of Waterford 3 expenditures, the Waterford 3 project budget
' 7777 16 was not treated 1ike those of other construction projects.
17 Réther, the construction budget group, under the treasurer,
_ 18 accepted completed Waterford 3 budgets and estimates from
19 the project management, and did not make watéfford 3 part
20 - of the dinterim prioritization process. The rationale
21 behind this practice was that Waterford 3 was a needed
22 generating facility and that the finance group lacked the
23 necessary expertise to guestion such expenditures. While
24 we would not expect the finance group to duplicate the
5 project management group's expertise in estimating, TB&A

OPCPOD4-13-007360



10

11

_ 12

-13

14

15

16

17

18

19
20
21
22
23

24

BT

Docket No. U-16945 | ' Page 42

does expect jt to be aware of the aggress-ivene_ess of
schedules and estimates and to plan accordingly.”
(Emphasis added) i |
TBAA is essentially stating that the finance group should have been
aware of schedules 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 slips apparently not made know'n, but also the
ultimate cost of the project was not even known. Ther;efore, financial
management became impossible. At page II1I-47, TB&A notes the following:
"In late 1977 LP&L reduced the number of const%uat'ion
workers employed on the Waterford 3 project by 15%, which
the Company contended was due to inédequate rate relief.
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
o;curring. This should have been a clear signal to LP&L management of the
problems to come. TB&A also notes:
"In May 1980 LPAL 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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A.

afford to finance this project relative to other alterpatives should have
béen asked, but it appears to have been ignored. TB&A also notes:

"Fach of these de1ays.was accompanied by fairly extensive‘

cutback studies, which discussed and analyzed the options

avai1ab1e 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 examined 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, 1in terms of quantification of imprudence.
DOES TB&A REACH ANY DEFINITIVE CONCLUSION WITH REGARD TO THE FINANCING OF
THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT? t
At page II1I-51, TB&A concludes the following:
"In the project 'finance area, LP&L reacted to financing
difficulties adequatefy (for example, the 1985 cash crisis
was deait with adequately), but should have been more
proactive in planning. The financial planners should have
become more familiar with the factors driving Waterford 3
estimates and performed contingency planning 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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First, with regard to LP&L reacting_ 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
commercial operation of the unit, In fact, during cross examination TB&A
witnésses stated that they were not concerned nor was this retrospective
review dealing with the time period after the commercial operation of
Waterford 3. Thus, the TB&A analysis should have done more in-depth
analysis of the 1977 and 1980 financing d;e1ays. Second, with regard to 
the 1980 Waterford 3 project deferral, TB&A belijeves that LP&L should have
calculated the consequences of the 1'mpac"c of - this deferral on future
revenue requirements. It s obvious from this statement that TB&A, 1in
fact, agrees that the deferral c.f, 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 diue to the 1980 f1':_nanc1'a'l crisis and
resulting slowdown on the construction of the project. Yet, TB&A does not
take this ini:o consideration, but rather one must assume that TB&A
believes that LP&L ratepayers should pay higher revenué requirements
because of poor planning on the part of LP&L. Lastly, at page III-51,
TB&A states the following:

"The lack of written budgeting policies, the absence of

responsibility accounting, and occasional poor regulatory

relations all represent management control problems. The

“presence of management control problems does not in itself

cause cost escalations, although the risk of such

escalations increases.”
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While TB&A believes the risk of these escalations may, in fact, bé
increasing, they do not address the problem of whether, 1in 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 requirements for ratepayers on the Waterford project. This is
particularly hard to understand given that TB&A was aware of the 14 cost
estimate changes and the signifit':ar;t 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 1ife of the project in order to
realize that at almost any stage of -the project the budgeting and finance
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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Q.

A.

SECTION VII
-LICENSING
HAVE YOU REVIEWED THE TB&A REPORT WITH REGARD TO LICENSING ISSUES Fd@ THE‘
WATERFORD PROJECT? |
Yes, I have. One of the major delays in the Waterford 3 project was the
issuance of the construction permit (CP). LP&L applied for its CP 1in
December 1970 and received the CP from the NRC on November 14, 1974, The
granting of the CP to Waterfard was well beyond the time period it took
other utilities to get a CP for their nuclear plants announced in the same
time frame as Waterford. For’example, Exhibit _ Schedule (DJL-4) shows
the time frame it took in months for various utilities to receive their
construction permit from NRC. As can be seen, the average time it took
for most utilities was well be16w the 50-month period it took Waterford to
receive its construction permit. 7 |
WHAT WERE TB&A'S CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE STAFFING FOR PUR#OSES OF
LICENSING?
At page IV-6 of the TB&A report, it is stated:
"TB&A expects an adequate utility licensing organization to
have a staff of sufficient size and experience to provide
the 1interface between the NRC and the project and to
provide a timely and cost effective interpretation of both
existing and proposed regu] ations governing the project.
LP&L took the Tead with the AEC/NRC throughout the
project. Although the LP&L staff was lean, and sometimes

junior, it used contractors as necessary to provide both
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depth and breadth. Based on a review of the number of

staff and their combined experience, TB&A concludes that

the Tlicensing staffing was adequate. LP&L interpreteﬁ éﬁd

communicated regulatory requirements to engineering and

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

expertise - of outside contractors and consultants to

interpret and ﬁ!eet regulatory requirements, overall

responsibility reﬁéined with LP&L."

It appears that the LP&L's lean staffing required a reliance on
Ebasco and Combustion Engineering to prepare most of the sections of the
PSAR and ER. Ebasco and Combustion Engineering had responsibility for the
technical content of these sections and similar responsibility for the
technical content of respoﬁses 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 thé next year LP&L responded to
approximately 400 AEC gquestions imn 15 _different. PSAR amendments. TB&A
noted that the responses were genera]]y.submitted within one or two months
of the AEC questions. TB&A also notes at page IV-7 that errors in the
seventh PSAR amendment prompted LP&L to admonish Ebasco to make the PSAR
"letter perfect". LP&L requested Ebasco to provide a procedure outlining
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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1S THERE OTHER EVIDENCE IN- THE RECORD THAT WOULD INDICATE THAT LP&L
MANAGEMENT HAD SUBSTANTIAL PROBLEMS WITH THE ACTIONS OF EBASCO BEFORE THE
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION CONCERNING LICENSING ISSUES? =~ |

Yes, there is. In a December 1973 memo to the file from a Mr. D. B.
Lester of LP&L, it 1is stated that on the Waterford 3 project, Ebasco top
management partic'ipation' in major policy licensing and engineering matters
has not been sa%isfactory. Further, it is stated:

"Ebasco re-lat'ions with the AEC staff has frequently been

strained with the AEC feeling that Ebasco is often being

unnecessar"hy difficult."”

Therefore, the LP& lean staff resulted in reliance on dts
architect-engineer'. for assistance in 1licensing of the project. But,
Ebasco assistance led to strained relationships with the AEC over the
Ticensing of this project.: Clearly, ’this, in fact, may be one of the
delays that caused the Waterford 3 not to get ité CP in a period that
extended over 50 months. It should be noted that the TB&A report does not
indicate any evidence of the strained relationship between Ebasco and the
AEC. Further, TB&A did not indicate whether or not the need for 400
guestions and 15 PSAR adjustments were either reasonable and/or normal
events, This lack of information pertaining to this area is puzzling when
one considers that it generally took one or two months to respond to each
series of questions associated with 15 PSAR amendments. It can only be
assumed that TB&A did not even Took into this factor with regard to the

retrospective review.
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TB&A refers +to what it calls the second phase of the antitrust
proceed‘i'ngs being initiated by the Department of Justice in and around
August 1972 whereby petitions to intervene ;an 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 Llouisiana Electric Cooperative 1Inc. filed petitions to
intervené. The Cities were seeking access to the Waterford 3 unit and the
use of I:_P&L's transmission Tines for wheeling. It should be noted that
the use of the LP&L transmission l11'nes was a key matter of negotiation
between i:he 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 Tlicense conditions on Waterford 3. The
AEC staff provided a set of conditions ﬁhich were agreed upon by all
parties 1in February 1974, These l’licen_se conditions provided the
intervenors access to future nuclear um'ts: to be constructed by LP&L.
Following that concession, LP&L announced two additional nuclear units
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. Rosalie
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

OPCPOD4-13-007368



10

11

- 12

i3

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

Docket No. U-16945 ’ _ Page 50

issued to LP&L. The NRC Tater made certain changes to the CP; these
changes were intended to clarify the conditions under which Jjoint
ownership in a nuclear plant must be offered to other entities by LP&L.

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

1975,

It appears that LP&L went through a protracted negotiation with
\;arious intervenors concerning Tlicense conditions surrounding the
c‘onstruction of the Waterford 3 plant. It further appears that various
intervenors wanted the right to buy into the nuclear unit as well as
r_ights to the use of transmission facilities for wheeling purposes. LP&L
ultimately conceded on these 1license conditions in many respects, and
there is serious question as to whether the time spent in the antitrust
1itigation was.we"l'l founded given the cost associated with the delay in
the unit. .‘_ Further, as noted; above, * LP&L found that the
architect-engineer, Ebasco, participafion in the CP r‘esulted in strained
reTationships between the AEC and Ebasco. No determination was made by
TB&A to determine Iwhether the strained relationships resulted in the
extension of the protracted 1itigation surrounding the procurement of the
CP. Given the above and the fact that the average CP for a utility took
approximately 40 months, it is my 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
position 1in which it ultimately gave into the intervenors concerning
ownership shares and wheeling rights. Had LP&L pursued a philosophy of

significant staffing with regard to the Ticensing of the project, the
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licensing process may have been shortened by at least 10 months., The
quantification of this 10-month delay is shown under the quantification

section of my testimony. -

. 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 ST. ROSALIE UNITS THAT
WERE ANNOUNCED ONE MONTH AFTER THESE CONCESSIONS WERE MADE WITH REGARD TO
LICENSE CONDITIONS?

It appears that one month after LP&L made its concessions with regard to
these 1icense conditions it, in fact, announced the construction of the
St. Rosalie project. These appear to be the future units which WOuid be
eligible for participation with regard to ownership shares. Also, as
stated earﬂier; LP&. turned around and cancelled these units 4in its
announcement made June 25, 19?5. Thus, some 15 months after the initial
announcement of these units, LP&L turned around and cancelled these same
units that would be eligible Fﬁr ownership rights by various intervenors.
Also, as stated earlier, LP&L claims the reason for-cance11ation was an
approximate doubling of the cost of these units from $1.2 billion to $2.3
billion, and the inability of LP& 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 decision to construct these units to
satisfy the 1intervenors 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, 1if LP&L's position is correct that the
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continuing construction of Waterford 3 was Justified throughout the
1970's, then one would have to ask the question why these nuclear units
were not picked up and bui#t by sdme 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
construction continuation could be implied by other studies. The
cancellation of the St. Rosalie units would imply that either TB&A was
wrong in its conclusion, or LP&L was playing a shel game with fits

antitrust intervenors.
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SECTION VIII
STANDARDS FOR UNIT CANCELLATION

DOES LP&L AND/OR_ MéU HAVE ANY STANDARDS OR GUIDELINES WHICH AREKFOLLOWED
TO DETERMINE CONTINUED JUSTIFICATIDN,'CANCELLATION, OR THE CONVERSION OF A
PARTIALLY COMPLETED UNIT TO AN ALTERNATIVE FUEL SOURCE?
The Company has provided no record evidence that any studies are ever done
with regard to .the cancellation of projects. This is a Ve'ry important
issue with regard to the continued construction of Waterford 3 i.e.,
should the construction of Waterford 3 have gone on throughout the 1970's
when it became apparent that Waterford 3 cost estimates were increasing at
a rapid rate and its commercial operation schedules were being extended.
Jefferson Parish has sent a number of data requests to LP&L asking
for the criteria and/or guidelipes and/or studies ré'lated to the
cancellation of specific units, in particular, Grand Gulf 2 and the St.
Rosalie pr‘oject.: With regard to the Grand Gulf project, LP&L was asked
for the current status of the nuctear generating station, a copy of all
guidelines and assumptions made or established by LP&L or MSU for the
Grand Gu1f 2 task force which are to be utilized in the determination of
whether to continue construction or cancel Grand Gulf 2. The Company was
also asked to explain in detail the types of studies and investigations
made or to be made before a deteminafion will be made with respect to the
continued construction or cancellation of Grand Gulf 2, and to provide a
copy of those documents to Jefferson Parish so that 1t may, in effect,
evaluate the types of guidelines and criteria LP&L or MSU relies upon in

determining the continued economic Jjustification of construction of any
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project. In response to these data requests which are included in my
testimony as Exhibit __ (Schedule DJL-5), the Company has stated:

“LP&L oéjects to data request no. 8 for the reason that the

status of Grand Gulf 2 dis 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 2.

Morever, LP&L hés' no authority over reports prepared by

Middle South Utilities, Inc.”

With regard to LP&L's response, it is apparént 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 cance?Tétion. 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 oﬁ this matter where LP&L feels it benefits its position.

With regard to the St. Rosalie project, LP4L has provided no
cancellation study that was used as a basis to cancel the St. Rosalie
project. Further, LP&L uses the same argument ﬁhat it has no authority
over the MSU documents. Again, LP&L relied 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 re1easé 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 billion, and the inability ofl LP&L to finance this higher cost, were
the principie reasons for the actions taken i.e., cancellation. Beyond
the n'éws 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-6). Further, TB&A indicated under
cross-examination at the November hearings that they +too asked for
documents related to the St. Rosalie cancellation, and none were
provided. TB&A found this to be unusual, however chose not to pursue the
topic any further. As earlier discussed in this testimony, the decision

to construct and then subseguently cancel the St. Rosalie units may, in

‘fact, be tied to the 1licensing 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
reguiaﬂ_y followed to determine when and if to cancel a project, or they
ab§o1ute1y refuse to provide such guidelines to this Commission. Clearly,
such guidelines, assumptions,” ¢riteria and policies are very important
when a system is building large units and making Targe investmentsl. Any
utility system must have some basis for determining the economics of the
continued construction of an investment to pi;otect rat'epayers:' One cannot
continually rely on a mentality that all costs incurred can, in fact, be
passed on to ratepayers whether they are economically viable 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
2 QUTSIDE AUDITS OF THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT FOR LP&L
3 Q.;.HAVE YOU REVIEWED THE AUDITS THAT WERE REQUESTED BY LP&L WITH REGARD TO
4 | THEIR WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?
3 A. Yes, 1 have reviewed some of the audits. The first such audit I have
6 reviewed is what is referred to as the Management Analysis Company ("MAC")
7 ; Audit for the Waterford 3 Project, dated September 21, 1977. LP&L's
8 ~ assignment to MAC was to provide an evaluation and audit of the Waterford
i E 3 project including an assessment of the possibilities of the schedule
=10 being met and of‘staying within the cost estimate. Further, in performing
i1 ~ the evaluation and audit, MAC was to identify problems which could
| 12 criticaily fimpact the Waterford 3 project, and make a subjective analysis
, 3 of the schedule and cost of the project.

14 Q. EARLIER IN YOUR TESTIMDNY YOU INDICATED THAT MR. CAIN FELT LP&L WAS BEING
15 UNFAIRLY CRITICIZED FOR ITS LEAN STAFFING PHILOSOPHY WITH REGARD TO THE

16 WATERFORD 3 PROJECT. DID MAC ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF LEAN STAFFING IN ITS
17 1977 AUDIT OF THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?

118 A, Yes, it did, and MAC was very critical of the LP&L position with regard to

; 9 staffing and its 1ean.staffing philosophy. For example, at page 2 of the
. 20 audit MAC concludes the following:
S 21 | ~ "The long-held policy of Louisiana Power & Light has been
29 to conduct their business related to engineering,
| 23 construction, and operation of power plants by ﬁti1izing a
94 - very "lean" in-house organization with almost total
 % ~g reliance on the architect-engineer for engineering and

OPCPOD4-13-007375



10

11

12

- 14

15

16

17

| 18
19

20

oz

22

23

24

Docket No. U-16945 . Page 57

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 s, in

MAC's opinion, opne of the basic root causes of many of the

problems associated with Waterford 3. (Emphasis added)

Further, at page 4 of the MAC report it is stated:

"Although the project organization is made up of extremely

capable and dedicated individuals, it is too "lean" and

functions in a rather unstructured manner making it almost

impossible to perfdrm effectively.”

At page 5 of the MAC report under the.heading of staffing, the conclusion
is as follows: |

"The existing LP&L project andmnsite organization are

lacking in npumbers and 1in commercial nuclear plant

experience necessary to effectively monitor and control the

Waterford 3 project.”

LP&L, in 1979, again hired MAC to do a construction monitoring audit
on the Waterford 3 project. \The 1979 MAC report, at page 1, indicates the
following:

" P&l is monitoring the construction of Waterford 3 nuclear

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." (Emphasis added)

At page 2 of this audit, MAC states the following:
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"In spite of these traits, these personnel cannot, in MAC's

ppinion, adequate1y 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 lean-ness with regard to construction monitoring of the Watérford 3
project, but LP&L's own consultants as far back as 1977 told the-Company
that its policy of Tean-ness was ipnadequate. It appears that LP&L did not
Tisten to 1its consultant's 71977 report, as I indicated above, the
consultant's 1979 report continued to note that LP&L was deficient in its
construction monitoring of the Waterford 3 project.
IS MAC CRITICAL OF LP&L AND EBASCO IN OTHER AREAS WITH REGARD TO THE
CONSTRUCTION OF THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?
Yes, MAC in both 1977 and 1979 was vény critical of LP&L and Ebasco with
regard to their participation in the Waterford 3 project. The basic
thrust of both of MAC's 1977 and 1979 audits is théi LP&L did 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.
DID TB&A ADDRESS THESE AUDITS IN ITS OWN STUDY OF THE WATERFORD 3 PROJECT?
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 associated with Waterford 3. At page III-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 considered this one of the s{roﬁgest

examples of LP&L's control of Ebasco. However, LP&L-did

not respond in a timely manner to criticism of its_ own

level of invoTvement and staffing.” (Emphasis added)

White TB&A felt LP&L acted responsibly 1in 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 pointé
brought out in the audits. Further, TB&A found no quantifiable impa;t

associated with such TJow staffing levels {.e., the Tean 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 billion of imprudence on that project because of
factors which include the Tack of project management. One of the findings
of the New York Public Service Commission, RE Long 1Island 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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1 "the term, “project management," as it has been used in

2 this proceeding, refers to fundamental, minimum

Lf 3 requirements such as comprehensive and detailed planning

- 4 for the project; creation of an organizational structure in

o3 which responsibilities of control and supervision are

& clearly defined and assigned; establishment of systems

. 7 whereby information about schedule and budget ﬁfobTems can

?_L 8 be transmitted promptly to the parties respénsibIe for

{7 9 rectifying such difficu1tiesj and assigning staff

~ 10 rationally so that each task may be entrusted to a

;ﬁé 11 reasonable number of suitably experienced personnel. We

12 find that the project management is of critical importance

L3 for a construction project of the magnitude of Shoreham and
- 14 that prudence required that LILCO make adequate and timely i

~ 15 provisions for basic organizational requirements. The

j 16 judges concluded that despite the obvious importance of

! 17 effective project management as a prerequisite for orderly

,m% 18 progress at Shoreham; "LILCO failed to develop a project

. 19 plan adequate to oversee (Stone & Webster's) management of

20 the project, to 1identify roles and responsibilities, to

21 develop accurate and timely reporting systems which would

22 enable it to monitor, measure, and control cost and

23 scheduling, to adequately staff monitoring groups, or to

24 adequately prepare for its accritical owner oversight rule.”

L
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It does not appear that TB&AR truly cha]'lenged LP&L as to its owner
oversight ro1e'w1'th regard to Ebasco in the Waterford 3 project, while
TB&A or others did challenge LILCO wi'th regard to a similar issue.
Furthermore, evidence shown in the MAC reports referred to earlier clearly
indicates a suﬁstantia'l problem was occurring in 1977 and that problem had
not been rectified by LP&L as can be seen in the second MAC study done in
1979. It appears that TB&A has made no e%fort to truly estimate and
determine whether costs were excessive due -to LP&L's Timited oversight
role. At page III-17 of the TB&A report, it i§ concluded:

"From ‘a top management perspective, TB&A was impressed by

the level of involvement of LP&L's senjor management. From

the Board of Directors to the President to a Senior Officer

and to a responsible Department Head, Waterford 3 was

subject to a high level of scrutiny. This :active

participation by the. upper management of LP&L was a key

ingredient that made LP&L's lean staffing as effective as

it was."”

Furthermore, at page I1I-16 of the TB&A report, it is stated:

"It was not a routine practice to present a formal project

status report to the Board during this time frame.

Although not recorded in the minutes, past L P&L presidents

Mr. Rodrique and- Mr. Wyatt recall during TB&A interviews

that on numerous occasions they gave the Board informal

ubdates on Waterford 3 status. Beginning 1in September

1980, LP&L senior management initiated such a practice.

OPCPOD4-13-007380
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From 1980 through commercial operation in 1985, the Board

was given a formal status report on Waterford 3 at nearly

every meeting. These reports were essentially a condensed

version of the monthly status report prepared by Ebasco and

LP&L."

It is very interesting to see that TB&A concluded that such reports
were provided to the Board of Directo;s when, during Mr. Cain's testimony
of November 19, 1986, Mr. Cain indicatéd that he was not aware of any such
studies or reports being provided to the Board. 1In particular, at page
263 of the transcripts, Mr, Cain is asked the question:

Question: |

"Was there ever a study of the prudence and the feasibility

of going forward with Waterford 3 at any time during the

construction path of the faciTity that approaéhed the study

in terms of breadth and expense?

Answer:

I don't know, sir, whether or not any such (inaudible

coughing) was ever conducted in the past that approached

the scope an breadth of the Theodore Barry study.”

Furthermore, when Mr. Cain was asked about the costs associated with the
construction project, for example, at page 264 of the transcripts:

Question:

"Do you know what the sunk costs were at any point along

the 1ine of the construction of this project?

OPCPOD4-13-007381
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Answer:

From 1983 on."”

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 basis.”
And also at page 266 of the traﬁscripts, Mr. Cain was asked the question:

Question: ;

"0K, going beyond the original decision,. what about any

second looks at the feasiﬁf]ity 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 studies dome after 1983."

These excerpts from the cross-examination of LP&L President Céin 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, TBEA
concludes that top management from the Board of Directors on down were
kept well 1informed and dinvolved 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 claims 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 Materford 3 project.
Either Mr. Cain is supplying false information to this Commission, or Mr,
Cain never attended Board meetings nor picked up Board minutes in the
period 1978 to 1983. Or lastly, the Board of Directors were, in fact, not
kept informed of the Waterford 3 project. Therefore, TB&A's conclusion
that the Board i.e., top management of LP&L, was informed and on top of
the decisions surroundiﬁg the Waterford 3 project and 1its continued
construction may be someéhat erroneous.

In summary, nof only did LP&L have a Tean oversight role with regard
to staff, but also there-isrevidence that top management which TB&A relies
upon for effective oversight was not overseeing the project. Clearly,
TB&A's conclusion that:

"this active participation by the upper management of LP&L

was a key ingredient that made LP&L's Tean staffing;as

affective as it was." .
is subject to a great amount of doubt when one examines the participation
of the Board of Directors. It would appear that the possibility exists
that there was, in fact, no true oversight as the MAC report indicates,
and TB&A's conclusions are invalid, and further, there may, in fact, be
cost increases due to this imprudence on the part of LP&L. At this time,
I have no way of documenting the cost increases that may, in fact, have
occurred due to LP&L's lack of oversight, and it would be my suggestion
that this Commission review this jssue prior to making a final decision on

the Waterford 3 prudence.
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SECTION X
QUANTIFICATION OF IMPRUDENCE

DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO TB&A'S _CALEULATION OF THE
QUANTIFICATION OF IMPRUDENCE?
Yes, I have a number of comments with regard to TB&A's approach to the
quantification of imprudence. First, with regard to TB&A's approach i.e.,
the AFUDC method", I believe that such a method. Teaves some 'cost‘s
unquantified. A’!-so, if the AFUDC method employed by TB&A din its
retrospective review s to be relied upon, one must capture all the costs
so as to make the .approach reasonable,
WHY DO YDU BELIEVE THE AFUDC METHOD EMPLOYED BY TB&A IS NOT AN EXACT
METHOD?
TB&A itself admits the the AFUDC method it employed is not an exact
method. For example, at page \TIIII-8, TB&A states the following:

"The AFUDC method is an approximate method. In' or"-der to

perform- a more rigorous and accurate calculation,

significant additional detail would be required.- After a

specific delay 1in the project's critical path were

identified, every task performed after the beginning of

each delay would have to be analyzed to determine if it was

delayed and whether or not it was on the critical path.

Then, for eac_h task that was delayed as a result of each

critical path delay, the amount of the delay, the initial

AFUDC savings, the esceﬂation, and the additional AFUDC

costs would have to bé determined. The identification of
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all tasks and the collection of data for each of the tasks

repre;ents a substantial effort. 1In many cases, the data

does -not exist and would have to be _estﬁmated.. TB&A

believes that this detailed a calculation is neither

reasonable nor necessary énd that the AFUDC is an adequate

approximation."
Clearly, TB&A would agree that the approach is. an approximation, but TB&A
has Teft oﬁt a major cost factor in its analysis which has a direct impact
on a delay in the start—ub of a nuclear power plant. The jtem that TB&A
tofa11y 1e%t out of its calculation is the fuel cost savings associated
with a nuclear powér 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 parttof LP&L, then why does TB&A believe that ratepayers
should bear the additional and higher fuel costs associated with
alternatives other than the cheaper nuclear energy?

It is my opinion that TB&A inadvertantly left out the fuel savings,
and such fuel savings should be added into any delay cost calculation.

It should 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 section of my testimony. I have also included 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

BASED ON YOUR REVIEW OF TB&A AND OTHER DATA; WHAT HAVE YOU CONCLUDED?

My review of TB&A's report and other data has led me to conclude the
findings in TB&A's report are flawed and significantly understate the
overall project delay.

) Further, I have concluded that Va great deal of additional
invéstigation into various areas of the Waterford 3 construction project
is warranted, As stated earlier, TBZA made a limited inQestigation given
the-constraints of its under1ying assumptions and guidelines.

My first recomendation is that the LPSC send TBZA back to the

"drawing board" to complete the assignment it was originally contracted to

perform. The TB&A report can by no means be characterized as a full-

" fledged prudencé review. As is shown in the direct testiony of Mr. Pous,

an additional investigation with regaﬁd to continuing Justification of
this project is necessary to ensure that LP&L ratepayers are not charged
for imprudently incurred costs. _

HAVE YOU BEEN ABLE TO QUANTIFY ANY ADDITIONAL IMPRUDENCE BEYOND TB&A'S
$143 MILLION ESTIMATE?

Yes. Based on my analysis, considering time and data constraints, I have
calculated additional dollars associated with project delays due to LP&L's
actipns. 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 1itigation, and further review of the TB&A calculation of
the 163-day delay. T
PLEASE EXPLAIN THE FINANCING DELAY.

Based on my earlier testimony, data responses, it is my opinion that an
absolute minimum of a one-month penalty should be assigned to the 1377 and
1980 construction delays due to financing brobTems. While there are
numerous other cost increases associated with these financing delays, the
total two-month penalty is a conservative estimate.

PLEASE EXPLAIN THE QUANTIFIED TEN-MONTH DELAY ASSOCIATED WITH THE
ANTITRUST LITIGATION.

As I stated earlier 1in the Tlicensing section of my testimony, the
Waterford 3 CP took approximately ten months longer than other nuclear
units thﬁt applied for a CP at thg same time as LP&L applied.

In addition, the situation hight have been worsened by the strained
relationship between Ebasco and the AEC/NRC. Furthermore, LP&L took a
hard-1ine stance with ijntervenors in the antitrust litigation, only to
uTtimately concede in the final 1license conditions after a protracted
litigation.

PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR ANALYSIS WITH REGARD TO TB&A'S QUANTIFICATION OF A
163-DAY DELAY.

Based on a review of the TB&A report and the bases supplied by TB&A with
fegard 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:

OPCPOD4-13-007387
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"LP4&L project control staffing was inadequate prior to
1978. This contributed to the late development of detailed
start-up schedu1es.: FBEA concludes that these four
deficiencies resulted in a delay on the order of two
months.  TB& also found that the LP&L start-up
organization was not adequate until 1982, 1In addition, the
Tate hiring-of a strong, experienced plant manager left the
LP&L organization without adequate capability to reasonably
perform the final start-up activities. TB&A concludes that
these two deficiencies resulted in a delay of three to six

months."

Page 69

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 ear]j would have reduced the pipe fitter
craft manpower shortages that occurred from 1978 on and
allowed more concentrated effort on the critical path
activities then. TB&A therefore concludes that the
four-month delay in awarding the piping contract resulted

in approximately a one-month overall project delay."

TB&A combined the effects or impacts of the two delays referred to

above and concluded, at page VIII-7, the following:

"TB&A therefore finds that these six deficiencies, combined

with the delay in awarding the piping contract discussed

OPCPOD4-13-007388
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eariier, combined to cause an fimpact on the order of a

delay of six to nine months."

Actually, the:raége or time period that TB&A should have looked at
was a range of six to twelve months, given that the piping contract delay
Qas anywhere from one to four months. TB&A apparently chose the lower end
of this range of six months based upon the date of publication of the
Gambit article in May 1983. TB&R 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 Toad earlier, with or without the
Gambit article being published. 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
raised had fuel been ready to Toad earlier is not appropriate.

Given the abové, it is my opinion that the upper end of the range can
reasonably Be selected. Tt is the fuel load date, and not the Gambit
article, that would have triggered intervenor allegations. Therefore,
there 1is no basis to believe that the upper end of the range of
approximately one year, as I have calculated, is not more appropriate fin
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 results in an imprudence calculation or finding of
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$741,410,000. This calculation is based upon the AFUDC method employed by
TB&A in its aqa’l_ysis. The difference between my analysis and the TBE&A
analysis is_. that I have included the impact of foregone fuel savings
associated with the delay in the nuclear power project. The calculation

of my estimate of dimprudence can be found in Exhibit s Schedule

(DJL-10).
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SECTION XII
COST OF SERVICE AND LP&L RATE REQUESTS

EARLIERi;IN YOUR TESTIMONY YOU STATED THAT THE LP&L RATE REQUEST IS
SOMEWHAT UNCLEAR, PLEASE EXPLAIN THAT STATEMENT.

As stated earlier the increase requested by LP&L in this 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, 71985, LPSC Order No. U-]6945; Lastly,
the Company in statements during cross-examination has indicated the need
for an additional $72 million 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 s requesting the
foTToWing: a) the $215 million a1ready granted by the LPSC in interim
rate relief, b) $206 million deferred in the LPSC Order No. U-16945, and
c) the $72 million referred to during the Company's cross-examination and
its'updated'cost of service. Thus, based on the above facts, it would
appear that the Company's September, 1985, rate request §s now $493

million rather than the $444 million originally requested. This $493

.mi1lion rate request will be the basis for my analysis in the cost of

service section of my testimony.
1t should be further noted that I do not agree that the Company

should be able to increase 7ts rate reguest during a proceeding without
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either amending its filing for such a reguest or, furthermore, notifying
ratepayers of the changed request., It is also my understanding that
counsel 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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- Q.

SECTION XIII

. NEW TAX LAW
HAS LP&L MADE A COST OF SERVICE ADJUSTMENT IN ITS UPDATED COST OF SERVICE -
FOR THE IMPACTS OF THE NEW TAX LAW?
Yes, LP&L has made some adjustments fn its updated cost of service to
reflect the impacts of the new tax law. I should point out that the
adjustments made by LP&L are not complete. |
WHAT ADJUSTMENTS HAS LP&L MADE WITH REGARD TO THE NEW TAX LAW?
In its updated COS, LP&L has reduced Federal Income Taxes {"FIT") payable
by approximately $12.6 million. LP&L has also made an adjustment to
déferred income taxes by reducing these taxes in the COS by approximately
$1.3 miTlion.

The'basis for both of these reductions is stated in the notes to the
updated COS, where LP&L indicates, in its notes for column 31, the
following:

"This adjustment assumes the Congress will vote for a

proposed change in the federal statutory corporate income

tax rate from 46% to 34% effective 7/1/87. MNo other

provisions to the proposed change have been assumed. In

addition, this adjustment reverses the 1985 tax 1loss

carryforward from a deferred federal income tax item to a

federal income tax item.”

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,
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0.

LP&L reflected six months at 46% and six months at 34%. The effective
blended rate employed by LP&L as reflected in the updated COS is a 40%
rate. LP&L has not provided a mechanism to reduce rates in the future
which would take into account a full year of the lower tax rate.

I find LP&L's failure to provide such a mechanism somewhat one-sided
given the fact that LP&L is supporting a staff proposal to collect
deferred costs through future rate adjustments. While LP&L is wi??iﬁg to
support future automatic rate adjustments to collect Tncreased améunts
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 1in the updated COS, LP&L will over-collect from
ratepavers 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 automatica11y'adjust rates to reflect a full year's impact
of the new tax law after January 1, 1988.

ARE THERE OTHER ADJUSTMENTS THAT MUST BE MADE TO REFLECT THE IMPACTS OF

THE NEW TAX LAW?

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.

PLEASE EXPLAIN THE CONCEPT OF EXCESS DEFERRED TAXES.
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A. In ratemaking under tax normalization rules there exists a timing

difference between the size of tax deduction {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 utifity will use the
depreciation expense under an acceTeréted depreciation schedule j.e., a
higher depreciation expense, while for book purposes the same utility will
use straight 1ine depreciation expense. Given the_ above e;amp1e, 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 paid by ratepayers in the C0S. The Company is
allowed to keep these deferred taxes or cash fTow until it must pay this
future tax obligation to the U. S. Treasury. In other words, at some
point the accelerated depreciation expeﬁse will be lower than booka
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., Tower 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.

DID LP&L COLLECT THESE DEFERRED TAXES ASSUMING A 46% TAX LIABILITY IN THE
FUTURE?

Yes, they did. Under the new tax Taw, LP&L will have a 34% tax Tiability
rather than a 46% 1iability associated with these deferred taxes. Thus,

LP&L has an excess quantity of ratepayer funds in the form of deferred
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taxes j.e., the difference between deferred taxes collected at a 46% rate
versus & 34% rate.

HAVE YOU CALCULATED AND ADJUSTMENT TO THE COS THAT REFLECTS AN ADJUSTMENT
FOR THESE EXCESS DEFERRED TAXES?

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 Sbhedu?e' DJL-7}.

Exhibit __ Schedule (DJL-7) s an approximation- of the impact of
adjusting for these excess deferred taxes. As can be seen from
Exhibit __ Schedule (DJL-7}, 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 miilion + $1.3 miih‘on +
$.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.
WHAT OTHER COST OF SERVICE ADJUSTMENTS ARE YOU PROPOSING BE MADE TO THE
LP&L UPDATED COST OF SERVICE?
An additional COS adjustment that I would propose be made is with regard
to column 22 of the udated CO0S. (The updated C0OS s 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 storm damage reserves and injuries and damages
reserves,
WHAT LEVEL OF RESERVE FOR STORM DAMAGES DOES THE COMPANY CURRENTLY HAVE?
It is my understanding that the Company has a storm and injury damage
reserve of approximately $6 million as of September 1986.
WHAT LEVEL OF STORM DAMAGES HAS THE COMPANY INCURRED SINCE 19827
It is my understanding that the Company has incﬁ}rgd the following amounts
of storm 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 storm damage reserve as it has ihcurred in any
of the past three years with regard to storm damages. Thus, it would be
my recommendation that this Commission not allow the Company to accrue any
more dollars for its storm damage reserve, and consider the current
reserve of some $6 million as sufficient. This is especially important at
a time when rates are increasing substantiaf]y due to the-addition of the
Waterford 3 nuclear station to rate base. ’

I would also point out, that with regard to the $6 million storm
damage reserve, the Company apparently is not including a rate base offset
for those funds. In other words, ratepayers supply the funds as an
insurance policy for the Company in case storm damage occurs. Thus, the

Company has customer-contributed capital for which it is not giving the

OPCPOD4-13-007397



- 10
T

12

i 14

~15
16
o
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

Docket No. U-16945 Page 79 °

benefit of a raté base reduction. to ratepayers. Therefore, a second
adjustment entailing a rate base reduction of $6 million is warranted for
the storm damage reserve.
WHAT IMPACT WILL YOUR PROPOSED ADJUSTMENTS HAVE ON COST OF SERVICE?
The dimpact of eliminating the annual reserve payment results in a
reduction td revenue requirements of approximately $3.4 million. The
second adjustment is to reduce the retu?n by e1iminating $6 million from
rate base. The impact of this rate base-reduction on revenue requirements
is approximately $1.2 million. Therefore, the total impact of this
proposed adjustment on revenue requiremenés is approximately $4.6 million.
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?
Yes, there are. With regard to the updated cost of Eervice, at page 3 of
4, column 21, the Company 1is proposing to include 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 fatemaking purposes, the Company = is

requesting recovery of this write-down over a 10-year

period, aﬁd the unamortized balance bg inciuded in the rate

base."
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It js the unamortized portion being included in rate base that I

differ with the Company on in this issue. Should this Commission decide

to allow LP&L to write off the delayed coal project, there should be some-

consideration of sharing this burden between ratepayer and stockholder.

While the Company stockholders receive a higher return on their equity

because of risks associated with that return, ratepayers shouid not be

expected to bear the full brunt of various investments that are determined

to be uneconomical or imprudent. Therefore, it would be my recommendation

that if the LPSC accepts LP&L's proposal to write off this plant 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 projeét,

but it will not

be allowed to earn a return on the unamortized balance from ratepayers.

Clearly, the used and useful concept with regard to utility regulation is

applicable in this situation.  The plant is n&t used nor useful, but the

ratepayers are providing the Company its entire investment
back to the Company.

WHAT IMPACT WILL THIS HAVE ON THE COS AS PROPOSED BY LP&L?
The impact of reducing rate base for the standard

$40,683,853 is approximately $8,000,000 on cost of service.

in this pr{ojéct

coal plant of
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SECTION XIV
INTERIM RATE RELIEF

DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS WITH REGARD TO THE LPSC NOVEMBER 14, ]955 ORDER
U-16945 GRANTING LP&L INTERIM RATE RELIEF?

Yes, I do. It .appears that LPSC in Order U-16945 granted too much relief
due to an incorrect calculation of revenue requirements.

HOW DID THE LPSC CALCULA?E THE QUANTITY OF INTERIM RATE RELIEF AND
DEFERRED REVENUES? ;

Exhibit _ Schedule (DJL-1} contains the LPSC staff data response to a
Jefferson Parish data r'eques_t concerning interim rate relief.

As can be seen from Table A of Exhibit __ Schedule (DJL-8), $215
million of current revenue and $206 million of deferred revenue was
granted by the LPSC. .
DO YOU AGREE THAT $206 MILLION OF DEFERRED REVENUE REQUIREMENTS IS
APPROPRIATE GIVEN THE CALCULATION ON TABLE A? |
No, I do not. This calculation fails to take into consideration the
impact of deferred taxes associated with the -$206 million expense deferral.
WHAT WOULD BE THE IMPACT ON THE DEFERRAL IF THE COMMISSION HAD TAKEN INTO
CONSIDERATION DEFERRED TAXES IN THE DEFERRAL OF EXPENSES?

I have made this ca]cu'iation and it s shown in Exhibit ___ Schedule

{DJL-9). As can be seen, the true revenue requirement deferral is $187

million and not $206 m1"|'|1‘9n. Thus, it would be my recommendation that

this Commission take this factor 1into consideration in its decision on
this docket. To ignore the impact of deferred taxes on this issue would

result in overcharing ratepayers approximately $18.3 mil1lion per year.
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Q.

SECTION XV
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY WITH REGARD TO THE TB&A RERORT (PRUDENCE

ISSUE) AND THE OTHER COST OF SERVICE ITEMS DISCUSSED IN YOUR TESTIMONY, AS
WELL AS THE TESTIMONY OF MR. POUS.

Starting with +the testimony concerning the TB&A report, it 1is my
recommendation that €he LPSC send TB&A back for further and more in-depth
investigation into £he Waterford 3 prudence jssue. This Commission is
correct in demanding a full-fledged prudence review so as to assure
ratepayers that eve;y penny expended on the Waterford 3 project was
prudently spent.

7 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 :Char]es Komanoff
generic study discussed in the testimony of Mr. Pous. This would 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

project, rather than TB&A's estimated 5-1/2 month imprudence delay 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 final option, which I have not addressed in my testimony, is for

the Commission to simply maintain the previously established Tevel of

$284,000,000 of disallowed cost of the Waterford 3 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)

(B)

(cy

(D)

Sena TB&A back to work with regard to .a least cost 1ife cycle
ana{ysis, so'as to determine continued economic justification of
Waterford 3, as well as an investigation into other iésues
rai;ed in my testimony.

Rely on the generic results of the Charles Komanoff Grand Guif )
least cost 1ife cycle analysis - the result being a $802,825,000
imprudence finding.

Adjust the TB&Aifindings to correct the errors and oversights of
TB&A, as shown in my testimony - the result being a $741.4
miTlion imprudence finding.

Accept the TB&A report and maintain the $284.mi11ion imprudence
adjustment agreed to by LP&L in Order No. U-16945. (An option
which ; do not believe can be supported by the evidence in this

record. )

WHAT IS THE IMPACT ON THE PROPOSED LP&L RATE REQUEST OF YOUR PROPOSED

ADJUSTMENTS?

The impacts of the recommendations made by Mr. Pous and myself can be seen

in the following table:
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0.
A.

Proposed Revenue Requirement Adjustments

. Revenue

Line , - Requirement Impact
No. - Description - - Amount
' (0007 s)

(1) \/Prudence Adjustment _ (109,600) |

(2} JDepreciation Expense (2,784)
(3) - Rate Base Offset Storm Damage {(1,182)
() «Expense Storm Damage - (3,377)
(5) “JExcess Deferred Taxes {(1,777)
(6) " |Settlement Adjustment Deferred Taxes (18,668)
(7) vNew Tax Law Adjustment ' {13,500)
(8) Standard Coal Plant Adjustment - {8,015)

Thus, although we have not performed:a complete COS analysis due to
time constraints, the revenue requirements:requested by the Company should
be reduced significantly. Moreover, the imprudence adjustement has been
guantified without the interrelated adjustments which .I have proposed, nor
do the other cost of service issues reflect the appropriate adjustment to
items such as: retﬁrn on equity; cash working capital; decommissioning;
materials and supplies; as well as other accounting and financial costs.
DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.

OPCPOD4-13-007403



Docket No. U-16945

Q.

APPENDIX I

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR EXPERIENCE.

After completing my graduate work at Tufts University, I was employed by
Doane College, in Crete, HNebraska, ﬁhere I taught 1in the Economics
Department. I have taught economicﬁ, statistics, econometrics, business,
and computer science courses. Since leaving academia, I have been
continuously employed in various phases of utility regulation.

WHAT IS YOUR EXPERIENCE IN PUBLIC UTILITY REGULATION?

As a Rate Analyst and Senior Statistical Analyst with the Department of
Public Service of Minnesota, I was involved in various phases of utility
}eguTation. Some of the projects in which I was dJnvolved include
electric, gas, and telephone rate design; cost of service analyses; and
cost of capital ané1yses. I also developed software systems, data bases,
and management systems for cost of service analyses.

PLEASE OUTLINE YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH R. W. BECK AND ASSOCIATES,

~ I was employed by R. W. Beck and Associates from 1982 through 1985. 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., 1
have submitted testimony on many cost of service issues before the State
and Local Regulatory Commissions of Minnesota, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Louisiana, Texas, Nebraska, and the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission. A list of the cases and jurisdictions in which I have filed
éestimony is contained in this Appendix I.

WHAT TYPE OF FIRM IS DIVERSIFIED UTILITY CONSULTANTS, INC.?

Diversified Utility Consultants, Inc., 1s a consulting firm whose clients
are primarily involved in utility rate regulation,
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APPENDIX I (CONTINUED)

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION:

Southern California Edison..... ERB2-427-000 Forecasting

Alabama Power COMpany.......... ER83-369-000 Cost of Capital

Florida Power & Light.eeesennns ' EL83-24—000 Cost Allocation/

» Rate Desdign

Arizona Public Service Company. ER84-450-000 Cost of Capital
N Florida Power & Light........ . ER84-379-000 Cost of Capital/Rate
T _ Design/Cost of Service
"1 - LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION:
- Louisiana Power & Light........  U-15684 Cost of Capital/
j-‘ i Depreciation

Louisiana Power & Light........ U-16518 Interim Rate Reljef
i; MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION:
L Northern States Power.......... G002/GR-80-556 Statistical/Forecasting
5—w;~” Northwestern Be]]......; ....... P421/GR-80-511 Rate Design/Forecasting
" Norman Cbunty Telephone........ ~ P420/GR-81-230  Rate Design/
L : : Cost of Capital
. Montana Dakota Utilities.......  GODS/GR-81-448 Financial/Cost of Capital
. New ULM Telephone Company...... PA19/6R-81-767  Financial |

! Interstate Power Company...... . [EOD1/GR-81-345 Financial

Continental Telephone.......... P407/GR~81-700 Cost of Capital
NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION:

North Carolina Natural Gas..... G-21, Sub 235 Forecasting/ Cost of
Corporation Capital/ Cost of
Service

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF INDIANA:

Kokomo CGas & Fuel Company - 38069 Cost of Capital
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APPENDIX 1 (CONTINUED)

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEXAS:

Southwestern Electric Power.... 4628

Southwestern Electric Power. ... 5301
Gulf States UtiTlities Company.. 5560
Gulf States Utilities Company.. 6525

Central Power and Light ....... 6375

SOUTH CAROLINA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION:

Piedmont Municipal Power....... 82-352-E
Agency

TEXAS RAILROAD COMMISSION:

Energas Company..ceessacesceenss 5793

Westar Transmission Company.... 4892/5168

Westar Transmission Company.... 5787

SCOTTSBLUFF, NEBRASKA CITY COUNCIL:

K. N. Eneray, INCovevevecnannns
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF HOUSTON, TEXAS:

Houston Lighting and Power Company

Rate Design/Financial/
Forecasting

Cost of Service
Cost of Service

Cost of Capital/
Financial Integrity

Cost of Capital/
Financial Integrity

Forecasting

Cost of Capital

Cost of Capital/
Cost of Service

Rate of ‘Return

Forecasting
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BEFORE THE
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
wov, 4 ORDER MO. U-16945

Louisiana Power & Light Co., ex parte Docket No. U-16045

—— e . ——— - ——— . ——— . — i W . . it . ———— . —— v . . g T g W e T S g - ——

In re: Application for an interim increase in retail
electric rates

This case involves the applicétion of Louisiana
Power & Light Co. ("LP&L") 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. ("MSU"). LP&L and three other operating company subsid=-
iaries of MSU, New Orleans Public Service, Inc. {("NOPSI™),
Arkansas Power & Light Co. ("AP&L") and Mississippi Power
& Light Co. {"MP&L“), form a highly integrated electric system
serving éustomers in Louisiana, Arkansas, Missouri and Mis-
sissippi. A separate generating subsidiary of MS5U, Middle
South Energy, Inc. ("MSE"), owns the Grand Gulf No. 1 nuclear
generating station, which recently went into commercizl opera-
tioﬁ and began supplving 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 ¥o. ERB2-616-000 and Middle South Services,

OPCPOD4-13-007409



Inc., Docket No. ERB2-483-000, Opinion No. 234 (FERC, 1985)
LP&l was allocated a 14% share of the power, energy and costs
asgociated with Grand Gulf No. 1. ' The decision of the FERC,
as to the allocation issue, was based on the proposal orig-
inally ﬁade 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. ERQ2—483-000, another presiding administrative
law judge recommended an allocation of approximately 42% of
Grand Gulf No. 1 to LP&L. The resolution of the alleocation
issue by the FERC significantly reduced the LPsL 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 that LP&L be permitted to
implement a rate increase for Grand Gulf of $113.9 million.

Louisiana Power & Light Co. v. Louisgiana 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
2, 1985, but this éction made the increase retroactive to

service rendered during the previous month. The Commission

OPCPOD4-13-007410



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 reguests rate relief for its
own nuclear project, the Waterford 3 nuclear station. This
unit was placed in commercial operation in September, 1985,
LP&L reguests 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
regqueste 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-16518 and U-16091.

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 sclicited. These proposals were

sought, however, in the following context: 1) the Commission.

OPCPOD4-13-007411



has up to a 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 comprehensive hearings; 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 dec{sion
to construct and éomplete Waterford 3, particularly as it
relates to the burden placed on LP&L vis-a-vis the other com-
panies in the MSU System. 1In addition, the company has 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 deférral or "phase in" of
Waterford 3 costs.

In addition, the company faces the need to attract

subgtantial amounts of capital in the near future. It must

OPCPOD4-13-007412



refinance $75 million in first mortgage bonds that will mature
in early Janudry 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 tﬁe next year.
Internally generated cash in all likelihood would not cover
the construction program, a#suming LP&L operated at the break
even point. The SEC currentlf is.not ﬁllowing the company
to issue securities pending an improveﬁent 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 ultiﬁate recovery
of those costs not ultimately found imprudent, on a schedule
to be determinad by the Commission. Any finding of imprudence
woﬁld operate prospectively. Carrying charges on all amounts
deferred after the fi¥st year woﬁld be computed at a 10.2

per cent net-of-tax rate.
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The Staff proposes that this increase be granted

only if LPi&L agrees to certain conditions, which would be
imposed in light of the expedited consideration of the reguest,
the pending litigation, the prudence issues relating to Water-
ford 3, and the settlement discussions. They are:

o 1) 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
N $19 million in the first year, reflecting
b a reduction in base rates of approximately
L $24 million and the recovery of 4.€ cents
‘ o "per kilowatt hour for the energy from the
P permanent retained percentage through the
‘ - ' fuel clause ($5 million benefit). A minimum
- net annual reduction in rates of $15.6 mil-
Ll lion would be guaranteed by MSE for 10 years.
Alternatively, if MSE refuses to accept this
S proposal, LPiL would absorb the 18 per cent
i e ‘ reduction on the same terms. This agreement
would settle the Grand Gulf appeal.

'2) LP&I: must agree to permanently absorb $284
millicon of the $2.84 billion of Waterford 3
cost regardless of The outcome of a prudency
review.

N 3) The Commission may disallow an additional
o amount for imprudence in the construction

‘ and completion of Waterford 3, on a prospec-
tive basis, if a finding of imprudence is
nade after a prudence investigatien. The
finding would be subject to appeal. The-
disallowance would be limited 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.
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5) LPEL must provide a letter from the Marine
Midland Bank.agreeing to move forward with
the syndication of a letter cof 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.
o ) I1P&L must agree that the constitutional one-
| _ year period for analyzing the rate reguest
shall restart beginning the date the emer-
- gency rate increase becomes effective. This
| proceeding will remain open for a full rate
analysis and prudence review.
fj 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.
;ﬁ 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
L 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
i terms specified in this Order. The Commission will also ap-
prove the deferral plan proposed by the gtaff. 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 IS5 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 ?ate increase shall be allocated among
customer classes in proportion to the conéribution 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 -¢CECu5i T i The « Q . ; (

NOVEMBER 14, 1985

Comm1551oner

ccﬁmlssm@y =1

Commigsioner

éhfg-éﬂam

Secretary
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- DMMISSIONERS
. worge J. Acksl, Chairman
"~ District 1
Joha F. Schwegmann, Vics Chairman
" Dimtrict [1
: ouir . Lambert, Jx., Mambar
- Distriet H1
Thomas Powell, Mamder
¢ District IV
| o L. Owen, MMLH
i Distriet V

Gentlemen:

Louisiana “Public Service Commission

ONE AMERICAN PLACE, SUITE 1630
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70825

Talephome: (504)342-1405

Enclosed herewith is the following request for proposal:

LOUIS 8. QUINN
Secrelary

In re: The decision of Louislana Power and Light Company (LP&L) to

: construct a nuclear generating facility known as

L prudent construction costs therecf, and LP&L's decislon to contract
with Middle South Energy, Inc. (MSE) for capacity and energy to be

suppllied trom MSE's nuclear generating unit,

Your £firm is invited te submit a proposazl to be received im this Office by
January 3, 1986, Please state separately the fee. In connection with any

the Public Service Commission prior to the selection of the successtul

contractor.

urility company under LSA R.S5. 45:1180, et. seq.

The successful contractor’'s fee will be assessed agalnst the

No fee or expense reimbursement is payable by this Commission to any
econtractor who submits a request for proposal.

Waterford No. 3, the

proposal you may wish to submit, a personal appearance may be required before

If you have any questions concerning this project please call the undersigned

LSQ/RFE/tmh

Enclosures

at 504/342-4427.

Yourg very truly,

7 .
bt o
Louils S. Quinn-
Secretary

OPCPOD4-13-007418



STATE OF LOUISIANA

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL

1. Background

Louisiana Power and Light (LP&L) filed an application f£or an increase of

some $444 wmillion in its electric rates and charges. By statute, a decision

‘must be rendered on this application no later than september 23, 1986. A

previous inerease of $113.9 million was granted by the Court on Octobér g,

1985 to cover the Grand Gulf No. 1 costs to LP&L,
The most significant cause of the rate increase Tequested is the
commercial operation of the Waterford No. 3 nuclear unit. Since originzlly

planned, the estimaﬁed total cost of Waterford 3 and Grand Gulf 1 have
increased substantlally such that they are now estimated £o cost approximately
$2500 per kilowatt of capacity.

The Commission is concerned with the accuracy, Erudénce 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 capability to prudently monitor

the cost of this unit. The Commission 1s also concerned with the prudemce of

the contract for the purchase ot ﬁowér from the Grand Gulf Unit.

The Commission in open session on November 14, 1985, authorized the hiring of

a consulting organization to assist it 1pn answering these concerns.

OPCPOD4-13-007419



II1. 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 and defend this

report in a public hearing with those responsible for the report subject to

cross—examination. The final report is to be provided mo later than August 1,

1986. The report should contain eff:zzrm*s-ﬁzriuitibn of prudenéi? 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 1is rTeasonable and prudent and not the result of

defective or incomplete plaﬁning and monlitoring of contractor charges.

B. Analyze and review LP&L'S management capabllity to determine whether:

1

2

3)

4)

The decision to counstruct a nuclear unit of the slze and capacity.
of Waterford 3 and the continuation of comstruction at the

various stages of the revislon of cost estimates was the exercise
.

-~

of reasonable and prudent judgement.
LP&L had sufficient managerial expertise to properly monitor the

construction of the Waterford No. 3 Unit from a technical and

financlal perspective; .’

LP&L has the requisite expertise to successfully opérate the

unit; and

Proper procedures were in effect to ensure that the terms of its

OPCPOD4-13-007420
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C. Analyze and review the circumstances surrounding the decisiom of LP&L

to contract with Middle South Energy, Inec. for purchase of capacity

and energy from the Grand Gulf Unit with specific emphasis on

1)
2_)
3)

The reasonableness and prudence of contracting for father than
building capacity at the time of the contract;

Whether the capacity was needed when the contract was confected;
Overal; assessment of the réasonableness_of management decisicn

in entering inte the contract.

D. Recommendations

Upon analysis and conslderation of the above issues, the consultant

1

2)

3)

4}

(. | will make recommendations in the following areas:

Should any portion of the cost of the Waterford No. 3 unit be

deemed to be Imprudently incurred and, if so, how much;

Should LP&L augment its management and technical capability in

order to successfully operate the Waterford No. 3 unit;
Management competence In regard to any facet of the Gfand Gulf
agreement. The study should cover the need for purchased power
from Grand Gulf No. 1 or other sources. Was any of the powér
contracted for in excess of LPiL's needs to meet the reasonable
demands of its customers and malpntain an adequate reserve.

The study sﬁould examine the need for Waterford No. 3. Was any’
of the power to be ge;e;ated in excess of LP&L'sS needs to meet
the reasonable demands ‘of its customers and maintain an adequate

regerve.
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5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

The study should establish which plants werTe to be retired; the
schedule for such retirements; and whether such schedule was
maintalned, 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 geperating units in
lleu of deciding to comstruct the nuclear facllity or, once the
decision was made to comnstruct the nuclear generating plant, was
the decision re—visited to see whether it would have been prudent
at any peint in time fo cancel :hé nuclear facility and select
alternatives to-meet the reasonable demands of ‘its customers énd
provide an adequate reserve margin.

In considering demand forecasts, did the {ompany consider the
effects on demand of rquested rate increases; coﬁgervation

measures or cogeneration,

" The study should consider the impact on the £inal cost of the

Waterford No. 3 project of Nuclear Regulatory Commission
decisions and, or, inspections. A determination should be made
whether or not these additional costs could have been avoided-by
prudent action by the Management of Lf&L.

The study should make'a'finding as to whether there was any under
utillzation of equipment or persomnel by LPSL in comnection with
the constructlion of Waterford No. 3 which added to the final
costs. -

In each instance where a finding of imprudence is made by the

successful f£irm, the cost of such imprudence should be-quantified.

OPCPOD4-13-007422



I1I. Capabilities of Consultant

Because of the complexities of the above listed tasks, the Commission must

ensure that the consultant has the requislte background and expertise,

A. Therefore, the consultant should evidence expertise in the followirng

areas:

1) Pamillarity with and understanding of nuclear technology;

2) - Famillarity with and understanding of construction cost
accounting and verification; and

3) Faﬁiliarity with and understanding of the regulatory and

. ratemaking process, A

4) Familiarity with and understanding of management practices of
large public utilities.

5) Familiarity and understanding of board functions and alternativé
sources of power supply.

6) Previous studies of this nature which the firm has undertaken.

.B. To aid the Commission in selecting a comsultant, the following
ipformation is to be provided:

1) A summary of the firm apd its members;

2) A detalled description of the educational background and
professional experien;eldf the individuals to be directly
involved in this projeéﬁ;

'3)  The per diem rates that would be charged;

4) The total cost that would be charged, indicating separétely the

 per diem charges and reimbursement for incurred expepses and

OD4-13-007423
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I Louisiana Public Service Commission

Y7 B
3’ , ONE AMERICAN PLACE, SUITE 1030
= BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70825

C  11S5IONERS
) - Tc’lp’wnc:
’-’M'd J_ A.L'L.l. Cknm. . .
* (Distriet 11 (504)342~1433
. he E. SCLN]HBIIH. Vier Chairmen
District |
Lowis | Lambart, Jr., Mamber
o District 1]
" District [V May 1, 1986
Do L Cwan, Member ' LOUIS S. QL'Dv'N

oy - RECE!VED
; MARSHAL! B. BRINKLE
Gemarnl Comenpel

1 MAY 51955

Theodore Barry & Associates { PARISH ATTORNF‘-’
aTB & A Group Company

1520 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, £4 90017

L] In re: Prudency review of Loulsiana
Power & Light Company

Gentlemen:

This Commission, as you know, has selected your Firm to perform & complete
"7, prudency investigation of the decision of Louisiana Power & Light Company
e (LP&L) to comstruct & nuclear generating facility known as Waterford No. 3;
the prudent construction costs thereof; and, LPalL's decision to contract with
o Middle South Energy, Inc. (MSE) for capacity and emergy to be supplied from
- MSE's nuclear generating unit. -

In its request for proposal, the Commission included the following item at
page 4:

"5) The study should establish which plants 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 faclility or, once the decision was made
to construct the puclear generating plant, was the decislion re-vieited to
see whether it would have been prudemt at any point in time to cancel the
muclear facility and select slternatives to meet the reasonzble demands of
its customers and provide an adequate reserve margin.”

To insure that the Commission receives all the ipformation 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 & study of its option, i.e., cancel the

: / ' OPCPOD4-13-007425
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Page 2

Theodore Barry & Associates

construction, select alternatives such as coal or lignite, or upgrade existing
facilitieg, the Copmission wants to be advised as to the basis on which the
decision was made tc continue to comstruct Waterford Ko. 3. Your report
should cover the least cost 1life cycle economic analysis of building nuclear,
coal, lignite, etc. as part of your economic analygis of the LP&L decisions
made at various times to continue to build the nuclear generating plant.

Attached is a letter from the Jefferson Parish Attorney in which he suggested
certain things be done by your Firm to insure that & complete prudency
investigation is undertaken.

Youxs very truly,
2/ (‘

Louis §. Quipn
Secretary

Enclosures
15Q:mbg

cc: All parties on official service list - Docket No. U= 16945
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| JEFFERSON PARISH
|  LOUISIANA

ANTHONY R. MESSINA _ NEW COURT
PARISH ATTORNEY April 28, 1986 _ - PO. ao:(:u s
GRETNA. LA 70054
TELEPHONE:
{(504) I67-6611, X-361

PROPERTY ACOUISITION
Mr. Roy P. Edwards 3%
Chief Auditor
Louisiana Public Service Commizslon
One American Place
Suite 1630
Baton Rouge, LA 70825

Dear Mr. Edwards:

In response to your letter dated March 20, 1986, to el1
intervenors, I am offering the followlng comments to the
Louisiana Publiec Service Commlisslon concerning the prudency
review of the Louislana Power and Light Company's Waterford No. 3
construction program and relafed matters:

Definition of Prudency - The Commlssions's RFP in Section 2,
Scope of Study requires that the selected firm provide 1ts
definition of prudency. The Scope then goes on to discuss
the areas which the Commission desires to be explored. Most
current prudency 1lnvestigations utilize the "reasonable man
approach™ which focuses on the actlons 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 prospectlvely
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 dces not view responses of.
the company to historical occurrences with the benefit of
hindsight that would not have been available to the company
as 1t 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 assoclated with those methods and
declislions were prudent, under the circumstances that pre-
valled 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 glven
project should conslst 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, snd




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 examinetion
of the company in the discharge of its responsibilities with
regpect to project plenning and managenent, englneering and
design, construction management, quality control programs,
licensing proceedings and regulations. Inherent in such an
examination is the difficult determination of the gquestion
of the levels of productlivity 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. D14 the contracts eontain provlisions for
arbitration of differences between the partlies? How are
changes 1in design and/or construction reflected in the
contract arrangements? Are factors reflecting cost econtrols
such &3 labor contrescts, overtime pollcies, project
schedules, cost plus or fixed fee arrangementa 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 s8klll level to perform the varlous required
tasks and functlons? What types of guality control
procedures asnd methods were utillzed to manage and review
the project? How were changes in design elther prior or
during construction handled in the process?

The proceeding two categoriles, contracts/costs and
design/construction, are obllquely addressed n the LPSC's
November 1985 RFPF. However, the third major category which
should be contalned in a prudency review namely,
identification and analysls regarding the management's goeals
&nd objectives for the project was only casually addressed
in the LPSC's RFP. It i3 management's goals and objJectives
which set the direction and style of the contracts, costs,
design and construction of a project. The primary objective
of management should be ldentified and analyzed in order to
properly determine prudency of a project. How management
&lso measured results of its project compared to 1ts
objective 1z of extreme importance. The method of measure-
ment c¢an and does influence the results. Equally important
are the methodologlies used to gather the data for measure-
ment of the objectives. Did management review its goals and
ocbjectives on & regular ongoing basis to make proper
modifications during the project? The LPSC RFP does ask for
information regarding whether or not LP&L revisited its
decision to build Waterford No. 3 and only in an oblique way
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addresses the whole prudency to construct issuve. The
suggested letter to Theodore, Barry & Assoclietes by the LPSC
states that the report should cover the least cost life

eycle economic analysis of bullding various power supply
elternatives avallable to LP&L. Until the goals and
objectives of menagement on bulldlng the Waterford plant are
properly defined, the type of economic analysis needed to
review those goals and objJectives cannot be defined without
possibly effecting the results of the study. For example,
suppose the primary objective and goal of the company was to
diversily its fuel mix in order to remove supply uncertainties.
If 1ts then current fuel mix was 1its least cost source, any
other fuel would not be an economic alternative. In that
case, an economlic life cycle analysis would show the deci=ion
to be prudent. However, in reality, if the original manage-
ment objective and goal was deemed prudent, then an economic
l1ife cycle analysis would not be & reasonable method for
measuring performance of the goal and objectlve,

In concluslon, Jefferson Parish takes the position that the
comments expressed should be considered seriously by the LPSC as
i1t pelates 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 sgpirit of
attempting to ssslst the comments regaerding 1ts charge to
Theodore, Barry & Assoclates concerning the prudency investigation,
the Parish of Jefferson urges and requests that the Commission -
gccept these comments and give them full consideration.

Thank you very much for your cooperatlon.

Sincerely,

Anthony R. Messina
Parish Attorney

ARM/mv .

cc: All Commissioners
Al]l Intervenors
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L .- Background

g Public Affairs and
information Program

HISTORICAL PROFILE OF U.S. NUCLEAR POWER DEVELOPMENT
' (January 1, 19B6)

For commercial nuciear power reaciors, this profile is 8 history of orders placed, licenses issued, ::ancollations.and
retirements from the industry’s beginnings in 1953 through 1985.

.; - Reactor orders are hsted by year and month, name, net megawsatts slectric (MWe] capacity, type, n-ianufacturar and
- operating utility. For reactors subsequently cancelied, the date appears in the iett-hand margin.

Reactors that received limited work authorizations, construction permits or apersting licenses from the U.S. Nuclear
Reguiatory Commission are listed by year and month, name, net megawatts electric IMWe) capacity, type, manufactur-
er and pperating utility. Reactors cancelled or retired from operation are indicated in the left-hand margin.

Reactor cancellations are listed by year, name, status (O — order, LWA — limited work authorization, C — construction
permiti, per cent of construction compieted — if any, net megawatts electric IMWe) capacity, type, manufacturer and

operating utility. \

Reactors retired from operation are listed by year, name, years in operation, net mepawstis electric (MWe) capacity,
type, manufacturer ang operating utility,

Reactor types listed:

BWR boiling water reactor LMFBR liquid meta! fast breeder reactor
- FBR fast breeder reactor LWBR. light water breeder reactor
o GR graphite reactor OMRA organic moderator reactor
HTGR high temperature gas-cooled reector PWR pressurized water reactor
HWR heavy water reactor SGR sodium graphite reector
; Reactor manufacturers listed:
: AC Allis-Chalmers GA General Atornic
Al Atomnics Intemnational GE General Electric
B&W Babcock & Wilcox PRDC Power Reactor Development Co.
CE Combustion Engineering w Westinghouse

On page 20 is a handy, quick-reference table that summarizes pages 2-18 and shows the entire picture of historical
U.S. nuclear power development.

For further information, contact Ellen Nunnelee, Economist, AlF, (301) £54-9260.

Atomic industrial Forum, inc.
7101 Wisconsin Avenue
Bethesda, MD 20814-4881
Telaphone: {301] 654-5260 OPCPOD4-13-007431



Orders
2

Dy cancelied ‘80
= cancelied 80
cancelied ‘79
cancelled ‘78

cancelind 80
cancelisd ‘80
cancelind ‘B2

canceiled ‘77
cancelied ‘77
cancelled '78
cancelied ‘78

cancelied 75
cancalied 75
canceliad 78
cancejied 77
canceiiad ‘78
cancelisd ‘BO
cancelied "84
cancelisd ‘84
cancelied ‘B0
cancelind ‘8D
cancelied ‘75
cancelied "78
cancelled ‘82
cancelied ‘82
cancelisd ‘82
cancelled “75
cancelisd ‘76
cancelied ‘83
cancafiad 77
cancellad °75
cancelied ‘75
canceliad ‘82
canceliad ‘82
cancalied ‘B4
cancelied "84
cancoljed 78

Unh

1985
none

1984
none

1983
none

1982
none

1981
none

1880
none

1878
none

1878
Dec. Carrotl County 1
Dac, Carroli County 2

Total: Z reactors = 2,240 MWe

1877

July New Heven 1
Jutky New Haven 2
Aug. Palo Verde 4
Aug. Paic Verde 5
Totsl: 4 reactors = 5,040 MWs
1878

July Eris 1

July Erie 2

June Vandaiia

Totel: 3 reactors = 3,780 MWe
1876

May South Dade 1
May South Dade 2
July Sundesert 1

July Sundesert 2
Totai: 4 mactors = 4 180 Mwe
1874

Jan. Alan Barton 3
Jan. Alan Barton 4
Mey Biue Hills 2

Aug. Fort Cathoun 2
June Gresne County
Fab, Jamesport 2
Aug, Marble Hill 1
Aug. Marbile Hill 2
June Montague 1
Jure Montague 2

May NEFP-1

May NEP-2

May Pebble Springs 2
Aup. Phipps Bend 1
Aug. Phipps Bend 2
March S1. Rosalie 1
March St. Rosnlie 2
July Skagit 2

Nov. unit 1

March unit 1

Merch unit 2

July WPPSS 4

July WPPSS 5§

Aug. Yellow Cresk 1
Aug. Yallow Creek 2
Jan Wm. H. Zimmer 2

ORDERS PLACED

Net
MWs

1.120 MWe
1,120 MWe

1,250 MWe

1.250 MWe '

1,270 Mwe
1.270 MWe

[Net total: D)

1.260 MWe
1.260 MWe
1,270 MWe

{Net tota!: D)

1.140 Mwe
1,140 MWe
850 MWe
850 MWe

{Net tota!: O)

1,170 Mwe
1.170 MWe

850 MWe
1,150 MWe
1,200 MWe
1,150 MWe
1.130 MWe
1,130 MWe
1.150 MWe
1,150 Miwe
1,150 MWe
1.150 MWs
1,260 MWe
1,233 MWe
1,233 MWe
1,160 MWe
1,160 MWa
1,275 Mwe
1,150 MWe
1,300 MWwe
1,300 MiWe
1,250 Mwe
1,240 MWe
1.2B5 MWe
1,2B5 WMWe
1,150 MiYe

Total: 26 resctors = 30,937 MWe (Net total: O}

Type/Mtr.

PWR/W
PWR/W

PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE

PWR/BEW
PWR/B&W
PWR/BAW

PWR/W
PWRW
PWR/W
PWR/W

BWH/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/W
PWR/BEW
PWR/MW
PWR/AW
PWR/W
BWR/GE
PWR/GE

PWR/BEW
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
HTGR/GA
HTGR/GA
BWR/GE

PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PAR/BAW
PWR/CE
PWR/CE

"PWR/CE

BWR/GE

Operating Utllity

Commonwesatth Edison (L)
Commonwealth Edison (iL)

New York State Electric & Gas
Noew York State Electric & Gas
Arizong Public Service
Arizona Public Service

Ohio Edison
Ohic Edison
towa Power and Light

Floride Power & Light
Florida Power & Light
San Diego Gas and Electric
San Disgo Gas ang Electric

Alabarna Powar

Alabama Power

Gulf Simtes Utilities {TX)

Omahe Public Power District

Power Authority of the Stete of New York
Long isiand Lighting

Public Service indiana

Public Service indisne

Northaast Utilities (MA)

Northeast Utilities BAA)

New England Power [RI)

New England Power [RI1)

FPortiand General Elsctric

Tennessee Valiey Authority

Tennesses Valley Authority

Louisisna Power & Light

Louigiane Power & Light

FPuget Sound Powar and Light W)
Central Maine Power

Flotide Power

Florids Powsr

‘Was hington Public Power Supply System
Washington Public Power Supply System
Tennesses Valley Authonty (MS)
Tennesset Valley Authority IMS)
CincinnsOREFORNMetd:007432



cancelled ‘82
cancelled 76
cancelled ‘82
cantelied "82
cancelled “78

concelled ‘81
cancelled 83
cancelled ‘82
cancelled ‘82

cancelled "83
canceliad B
cancelied ‘BO
cancelled ‘80
cancelied "78
cancelled ‘80

cancelied ‘B2
canceling ‘82
cancelied ‘B2
canceling ‘B2
cancelied ‘84
cancelied ‘B3
cancelied "78
cancelled ‘78
cancelled "74

cancelled ‘B0
cancelled *79
cencelled "74d
cancelied ‘78
cancelled "78
canceliad "74
cancefled ‘74

cencelled '78
concelled 78
cancelled 77
cancelled 77

cancelied ‘83
cancelled "77
cancalled 76
cancelied 74
cancelied 74
concelled ‘75

cencelled ‘80
cencelisd ‘80
cancelled ‘B4
cancelled ‘84
cancelied ‘B2
cancalled ‘B2

concelled '72

cancelled “72

Jnn.
Jan,
2
Dec.
July
July
June
Fab.
Oct.
Dzt
Det.
Fab.
April
April
ApHl
Sept
Dec.
Dec.
Dec.
Daz.
July
July
Jutly
July
July
Nov.
Nov.
July -
July
July
Juily

Total: 41 reactors = 46,827 MWe {Net totsl: 10 reactors

1872
Sept.
Sept.
Dec.
Dec.
Sept.
Sept,
Sulby
July
Dt
Dect.
Nov.
Sept.
Sapt

Unh

Alens Creek 1

Adiens Creek 2

Biack Fox 1

Black Fox 2

Biue Hills 1

Callaway 1

Collawsy 2

Cherokee 1

Cherokes 2

Charokse 3

Clinton 1

Clinton 2
Davis-Bessa 2
Davic-Bease 3

Haven 1

Haven 2

Jamesport 3
Milistone 3

Palo Verde 1

Palo Vards 2

Paip Verde 3

Pebble Springs 1
Thomas L Perkins 1
Tnomas L. Perkins 2
Thomas L. Perkins 3
River Bend 2

Skapit 1

SR

SR2

SR 3

South Texas Project 1
South Texas Project 2
Steriing
Tyrone 3
Tyrone 2
unit 1 {offshore)
unit 2 lofishore)
Alvin W._Vogtie 3
Alvin W, Vpgtie 4
wWol Cresk
WPPSS5 3

L

Atiantic 1 {pHshore)
Adtlantic 2 (ptshore)
Adsn Barton 1
Alan Barton 2
Braidwood 1
Braidwood 2
Catawba 1
Catawba 2
Comanche Psak 1
Comanche Peak 2
CRBRP

Dougias Point 1
Dougles Point 2
Eastermn Desert 1
Eastern Desart 2
Enfico Fermi 3
Grand Gulf 1
Grand Gulf 2
Greenwood 2
Gresnwood 3
Hertsville A-1
Hartevilie A-2
Hartsvilia B-1
Hartsville B-2
Perry 1

Perry 2

Perryman 1
Perryman 2

Net
MWae

1,200 MW
1.150 MWe
1,160 MWe
1.160 Mwe

BHO MWe
1,160 MwWe
1,150 MWe
1,2B0 MWe
1.2BC MWe
1,2B0 MWe

833 MWe

833 MWe

B06 Mwe

B0 MWe

800 Mwe

800 Mwe
1,150 MwWe
1,150 MWe
1,270 MWe
1,270 Mwe
1,270 MWe
1,260 MwWe
1.280 MWe
1,280 Mwe
1,280 MWe

834 Mwe
1,275 MwWe
1,150 MwWe
1,150 MWe
1,160 MWe
1.250 MWe
1,250 Mwe
1,150 MWe
1. 100 Miie
1,100 MWe
1,160 MWe
1.150 Mwe
1. 100 Mwe
1,700 MWe
1,150 Mne
1,240 MWe

1.150 Mwe
1,150 MWe
1,170 Mwe
1,170 Mwe
1,120 Mwe
1,120 MWe
1.145 MWwe
1,145 MWe
1,150 Mwe
1,150 Mwe

375 MWe
1,178 Mwe
1,178 Mwe

770 Mwe

770 Mwe
1,171 MWe
1.250 Mwe
1,250 MWe
1,264 Mwe
1,264 MWe
1,233 MWe
1,233 Mwe
1.232 MWe
1,233 Mve
1.205 MWa
1.205 Mwe

BEO MWe

880 Mwe

Type/Mir.

BWHR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE

" BWR/GE

BWR/GE
PWR/BAW
PWH/BEW
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/BEW
PWH/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/B&W
PWR/BEW
PWR/BEW
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWRMW
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWRW
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/CE

= 11,933 MWe)

PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWRW
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
LMFBR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
HTGR/GA
HTGR/GA
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/BAW
PWR/BEW
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE

Ordars

Operating Utility

Houston Lighting & Power
Houston Lighting B Power

Public Setrvice of Dkiahoma

Public Service of Dkishoms

Gulf Stetes Utiities (TX)

Union Electric MO

Union Ebectric (MO)

Duke Powsr {SCI

Duke Power (SC)

Duke Power {SC)

Minpiz Power

Hinots Power

Tolsdo Edison

Toisdo Edispn

Wisconsin Elsctric Powsr
Wisconsin Bectric Powser

Long lasland Lighting

Northasst Nucissr Energy (CT)
Anzona Public Service

Arizona Public Sarvice

Arizona Public Sarvice

Portiand General Emctric

Duke Powsr (NC)

Duke Fower (NC)

Dusice Fowsr (NC)

Gutf States Utilities (LA}

Pupst Sound Power and Light {WiA]
Caroling Power & Light INC)
Carolina Power & Light INC)
Caroling Powear & Light (NC)
Houston Lighting & Power
Hourston Lighting k& Power
Rochester Gas and Elsctric
Northam States Power (W)
Northem States Power (W)

Pubilic Service Electric and Gas (NJ)
Public Service Electric and Gas (NJ)
Georgia Power

Georgia Power

Kansas Gas and Electric .
Washington Public Power Supply System

Public Service Electric ang Gas (NJ)
Public Setvice Electric and Gas (NJ)
Alpbams Power

Alsbama Power
Commonwsalth Edison [IL)
Commonwaeatth Edison (L)
Duke Power {SC}

Duke Power {SC) :

Taxas Hilities Genarsting
Texas LHilities Genersting

U.S. Depertment of Energy [TN)
Potomac Electric Powsr IMD)
Potomnc Electric Powaer {MD)}
Southarmn Celifornie Edison
Southemn Californis Edison
Detroit Edison

Mississippi Power B Light
Mississiopl Power & Light
Dstroit Edison

Detroit Edison

Tennesses Valley Authority
Tannessee Vallay Authority
Tennesses Valiey Authority
Tennesses Valley Authority
Cievaland Eiectric Buminsfing
Cleveiand Electric Biuminating
Battimore Gas and Bectric
Baltimore Gas and Electric
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Orders

1872 continusd

cancelisd ‘81
cancelisd ‘74
cancelind 74

cancelied ‘77
cancelisd '77

cancelied "72
cancelied '75
cancelied "5

cancelied B3
concelled ‘81
concelisd 81

cencelied 82
cancelied ‘80

cincelied '75
cancalied ‘75

cancelisd °78
cancelled '75

cancalisd ‘78

cancelied ‘80

cancelied ‘87

canceliad ‘84

Type/Mfr.

PWR/CE
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWH/W
PWR/BAW
= 17,010 MW}

PWRW
PWRMW
PWH/W
PWR/BEW
HTGR/GA
HTGR/GA
PWRW
PFWR/W
PWR/W
PWRAW
BWR/GE
PWH/BEW
PWR/BAW
PWR/W
HTGR/GA
HTGR/GA
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE

PWR/CE
PWR/BAW
PWR/BEW
PWR/W
BWR/GE
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/MW
PWR/W

= 13,682 Mwe)

PWR/W
PWR/CE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWH/GE

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/BEW
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/BAW

Net

Unit MW
March Pilgrim 2 1,150 Mwe
Dec. Qusnicassee 1 1.150 MWe
Dec. Ousnicasses 2 1,150 MWe ~
Juns River Bend 1 834 MWe
Now. 51 Lucie 2 786 MWe
June Seabrook 1 1,150 Mwe
June Seabrook 2 1,150 MWe
Sept. Sumry 3 BEZ MWe
Sept. Surry 4 BE2 Mwe
Nov. WPPSE 1 1.250 MWe
Total; 38 reactors = 41,526 MWe (Net total’ 15 reactors
1871
Sept. Beaver Valley 2 B36 MWe
April Byron 1 1,120 MWe
April Byron 2 1,120 MWe
- Crysta! River 4 810 MWe
Aug. Futton 1 1,180 MWe
Aug. Fuiton 2 1,180 MWeg
April Shesron Hammis 1 800 MWe
April Shearpn Hermis 2 800 MWs
April Shearon Harriz 3 800 MWe
April Shearon Haris 4 800 MWe
Sept. Nine Mile Point 2 1.0B0O MWe
April North Anns 3 907 Mwe
April North Anns 4 807 MWe
Feb. Virgil C. Summar 1 2900 MWe
Dac, Summit 1 T70 M\We
Dec. Summit 2 770 MWe
Feb. umit 1,168 MWe
Feb. unit 2 1,168 MWe
Sept. Alvin W. Vogtie 1 1,100 Mwe
Sept. Alvin W. Vogtie 2 1,100 Mwe
March WPPSE 2 1,100 Mwe
TJotal: 21 reactors = 20,676 MWe [Nettotal: 8 rapctors = 8,256 Mwe)
1870
May Arkansas Nuciear One-2 212 MWe
Aug. Balisforte 1 1,213 Mg
Aug. Balistonts 2 1.213 MWe
Dec, Joseph M, Fariey 2 BGO MWe
Feh. Edwin |. Hatch 2 790 Mile
May isiota EE3 MWe
May LaSglle 1 1.078 Mwe
May LaSalle 2 1,078 Mwe
Jan, North Anne 2 BO9O Mwe
Jan. Sen Onotre 2 1,100 Mwe
Jan. San Onofre 3 1,100 Mwe
Sept. Weaterford 3 1,104 Mve
Aug, Watts Bar 1 1,177 Mwe
Aug. Woatts Bar 2 1,177 MWwe
Total: 14 reactors = 14,275 MWe {Net totai: 13 reactors
1988
Meay Joseph M. Farey 1 BBD M\We
Dec. Forked River 1 1,168 MwWe
Aug. Hope Creek 1 1,067 MWwe
Aug. Hope Creek 2 1,067 Mwe
Nov, Willism McGuire 1 1,780 Mwe
Nov, William McGuire 2 1,180 MWe
Sept, Wm. H. Zimmer 1 810 MwWe
Totat: 7 resctors = 7,332 MWe INet total: 4 rapciors = 4,287 Mwe)
1988
Jen. Brunswick 1 730 MWe
Jan., Brunswick 2 790 MWe
Oct. Davis-Besse 1 890 MWe
July, " Diablo Canyon 2 1.106 MWe
Feb. Duans Arnold E38 MW
Aug. Entico Fermi 2 1.138 MWe
Dec. James A. Fitzpatrick 821 MWe
May Midiand 1 £25 MWe
May Midland 2 BDE MVve

PWR/BRW

Opsrating Utility

Boston Edison

Consumers Power M)

Consumers Power (M1}

Gult States Utilities (LA}

Fiorids Powaer & Light

Public Service of New Hampshire

Public Service of New Hsmpshire
Virginis Elettric and Power

Virginis Eiectric and Power

Washington Public Powsr Supply System

Dugquesna Light {PA]
Commonwseith Edison {iL}
Commonwesith Edison (IL)
Florids Power

Philadsiphis Electric
Philadsiphia Electnic
Carplins Powsr & Light (NC)
Cerolina Power & Light INC)
Carolina Powsr & Light INC)
Caroiina Power & Light (NC)
Niagars Mohawk Powsr
Virginie Eleciric and Power
Virginie Electric and Power
South Carolina Electric &k Gas
Deimarve Power & Light IDE)
Dsimarva Power & Light {DE)
Pacific Gas and Electric (CA}
Pacific Gas and Electric {CA)
Georgia Power

Georgis Power

Weshington Pubiic Power Supply System

Aricansas Power & Light
Tennessee Valley Authority {AL)
Tennesses Valiey Authorty (AL
Algbama Powsr

Georgis Power

Puarto Rico Water Resources Authority
Commonwaeatth Edison (L)
Commonwsatth Edison (IL)
Virginia Elettnic Power
Southem California Edison
Southemn Celifomis Edison
Louwisiana Power & Light
Tennessee Vallay Authority
Ternessee Valiey Authority

Alabamg Power

Jarsey Cemtral Power & Light
Public Service Ewctric snd Gas (NJ)
Public Service Electric and Gas (NJ)
Duke Powsr (NC)

Duike Power INC}

Cincirnmati Gas & Electnic

Caroiina Powsr & Light INC)
Carplina Power & Light {NC)
Toledo Edison

Pacific Gas & Elactric (CA)
lowa Elsctric Light and Power
Dertroit Edison

New York Power Authority
Consumers Power {Mi)

Consumers Power (Ml)
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cancelied ‘T2
cancelied ‘72

cancelied ‘81

cancelisd ‘72

Unit
19EE continued
- Nuclesr 4
-— Nuclear &
April Sequoyah 1
April Sequoyah 2
May Susquehanna 1
May © Susguehanns 2
Nov. Trojen

Total: 16 reactors = 15,063 Mwe (Net total: 14 reaciors = 12,833 MWe)

Total: 31 reactors = 26,447 MWe [Nettotal: 25 reactors = 24,965 Mwel

1987

April Arkans es Nuclesr One-1
Jan. Bailly Muciear 1
Sept. Basvar Valley 1
March Bali

June Browns Ferry 3
May Cwlvert Clifts 1
May Caivert Clitfs 2
July Donaid C. Cook 1
July Donsid C. Cook 2
April Cooper

Feb, Crystal River 3
Dec. Egwin I Hatch 1
April ndisn Point 3
Fab. Kewaunet

Oct. Limerick 1

Oct. Limerick 2

Feb. Maine Yankee
Dec. Millstone 2

Det. North Anng 1
May Oconee 3

Fab. Point Baach 2
Feb. Prainie island 1
Juns Pratrie iglond 2
Aug. Rancho Seco 1
Dec. 51 Lucie !

May Salem 2

Feb. Shoraham

Feb. Three Miis lsland 2
April Turkey Point 4
Fet. Zion 1

July Zion 2

1966 -
June Browns Fetry 1
June Browns Ferry 2
Nov. Diablo Canyon 1
Jen. Dresgen 3-

Oct. Fort Cathoun 1
Aprit Monticello

July Oconee 1

July Oconee 2

Jan. Palisades

Aug. Paach Bottom 2
Aug. Peach Bottom 3
Fab. Poirrt Baach 1
April Quad Cites 1
July Quad Croes 2
Jan, HEB. Robmnson 2
Aug. Salam 1

Oct. Surry 1

Oct. Swrry 2

Nov, Three Mile isiand 1
Aug. Vermont Yankes
Total: 20 reactors = 16,363 MWe
18E56

Fob. Dresden 2
March Fort 5t Vrain
Aug. Robert E. Ginna
‘Nov. nciian Poimt 2
Sept Milistons 1

Aug. Pagrim 1

Nov., Turkay Point 3

Total: 7 reaciors = 4,483 MWe

Neat
MWe

1,115 Mwe
1.116 MWe

1,148 MWe .

1,748 MWe
1,050 Mwe
1.050 MWe
1,130 MWe

- B50 MWe
844 MWe
833 MwWe
E38 MWe

1.067 MWe
BAS MWe
845 MWe

1,030 MWVe

1,100 MWe
778 MWe
880 MWWe
786 Mwe
965 MWe
535 MWe

1.055 MWe

1,055 Mwe

825 MWe

BES MWe

B77 Mwe

8680 MWe

467 MWe

530 MWe

530 MwWe

818 Mve

B22 MWe

115 Mwe

B46 MWe

806 MWe

BE5 MiWve

1.040 MWe

1,040 MWe

-

1,067 Mwe
1,067 Mwe
1,0B4 Mwe
794 MWe
ABE MWe
545 Mine
B&0 Mwe
B&D Mwe
757 MWe
1,065 MwWe
1,065 MNe
497 Mwe
789 Mwe
785 Mwe
665 MWe
1,080 MwWe
775 Mwe
775 Mwe
B18 MWe
514 MWwe

794 MWe
330MWe
470 Mwe
873 Mwe
&80 MwWe
670 MwWe
666 Mwe

Ty pa/Mfr.

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/ W
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWHR/GE
PWR/W

PWR/BEW
BWHR/GE
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE

 PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE
PWR/BEW
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/W
PWR/BAW
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/B&W
PWR/CE
PWR/BEW
BWR/GE
PWR/B&W
PWR/W
PWEAN
PWR/W

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
BWR/GE
PWHR/BEW
PWR/BEW
PWR/CE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWHRW
PWRW
PWRW
PWRW
PWR/B&W
BWR/GE

BWR/GE
HTGR/GA

BWR/GE
BWR/GE

Drdera

Operating Utllity

Consplidated Edison of New York, Inc.
Corsolidated Edison of New York, Inc.
Tennessen Valley Authority
Tennessse Valley Authornty
Pennsylvania Power & Light
Penrinsylvanis Power & Light

Portiand Genetal Electnc

Arkanses Power & Light
Northarn Indisnz Public Service
Duguesne Light (PA)

New York State Electric & Gas
Tennessee Valley Authority (AL}
Batomore Ges and Electric
Battimore Gas and Electric
indisna & Michigan Eisctric M)
Indisng & Michigsn Electric (M1)
Nebres ke Fublic Power District
Florida Power

Georpis Power

New York Power Authority
Witconsin Public Service
Philadeiphis Electric
Phitadelphie Electric

Maint Yenkee Atomic Power
Northeast Lhiittes (CT)

Virginia Electric snd Fowar
Duke Power {SC}

Wisconsin Electric Fower (W1)
Horthemn States Powaer (MN)
Northamn States Powasr (MN)
Sacramsnto Municipa! UHility Dist.
Florfda Power & Light

Fublic Service Eisctric and Gas {NJ)
Long islend Lighting -
Matropolitan Edison (PA)
Fioride Power E Light
Commonwsalth Edison (L)
Commonweatth Edison {iL)

Tennessee Vallay Authority (AL}
Tennessee Valiey Authonty (AL}
Pacific Ges & Electric (CA)
Commonwsalth Edison (L}
Omaehe Public Power District
Northem States Power (MN]
Duke Fower [SC)

Duke Power (SC)

Consumers Power (M1)
Philadelphis Electric
Philadeiphia Electric

Wisconain Electric Power (W1}
Commonwesalth Edison {tL)
Commonwealth Edison (IL)
Carolina Powsr & Light (SC)
Public Service Electric sod Gas (N.J)
Virginie Electric and Powar
Virginie Ehectric and Power
Metropoiitan Edison (PA)
Vermont Yankes Nuclear Power

Commonweatth Edison (1L

Public Sarvice of Coloradp

Rochester Gas pnd Electric
Consoldiated Edison of New York, inc.
Northeast Ltltes (CT)

Boston Edison

Fionds Power & Light
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Orders

retined ‘68

retired ‘67
retired 66

retred ‘68
retired "83
retjred 74

relired ‘64
retired ‘67

retired ‘B4
retired ‘72
renred ‘80

retired '82

Nat

Unit MwWa
1984
none
1863
Apri| Hanford-N BEO MWe
OrL - Nine Mile Foint 1 620 MWe
Dec. Dyster Creek 650 MWe
Jan. San Dnofre 1 436 MiWe
Tota!: 4 reactors = 2,568 MWe
1862 B
Dec. Haddam Neck BE2 MWe
June LaCrosse 50 MWe
Total: 2 reaciors = 632 MWe
19861
none
1960
Jan, BONUS 17 MWe
Tota!: 1 reactor = 17 MWe {Net totel: O}
1858
Dec. Big Rock Point 53 MWe
Jan, CVTR 17 MWe
June Piqua 11 MWe

Typa/Mtr.

GR/GE

BWHR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W

PWHR/W

BWR/AC

BWR/CE

BWR/GE
HWR/W
OMBR/AI

Total!: 3 reactors = 91 MWe (Net tota!: 1 reactor = 63 Mwwe)

1958 '
June Elk River 22 MWwe
Feb. Humboldt Bay 65 MWe
Now. Peach Bottomn 1 40 MWe
Totat: 3 resctors = 127 MWe [Net total: O)

LY
1857
Sept. Hallam 75 MWe
May Pathhinder 58 MWe

Tots!. 2 reactors = 134 MWe [Net total: O}

1956

June Yankee Rowe 175 MWe
Tota! 1 rescior = 175 MWe

1855

July Dresden 1 207 MWe
April Ennco Fermi 1 51 Mwe
Feb Indian Ppinmt 1 265 MWe

Total. 3 reactors = 533 MWe (Net total- O}

19564
none

1953
Juiy Shippingport 60 Mwe

Total 1 reacipr = 60 MWe (Net total: O}

BWR/AC
BWR/GE
HTGR/GA

SGR/AI
BWR/AC

PWR/W

BWR/GE
FBR/PRDC
PWR/BEW

LWBR/W

Opersting Utliity

DOE & Washington Public Powar Supply System
Niagara Mohawk Power

Jorsey Cerntral Power & Light

Southem Califomia Edison

Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power
Dsiryland Power Coop. (Wi}
DOE & Puerto Rico Watsr Resourcas

Consumsars Power (M)
Carolinas-Virginia Nuclear Power Assoc. {SC)
DOE & City of Piqua, Ohio

DOE E Rural Cooperative Power Assoc, {MN)
Pacific Gas & Electhc ({CAl
Philadelphia Electric

DOE & Consumers Public Power District INE}
Northem States Powar (SC)

Yankee Atomic Electric iIMA)

Commonweaith Edison {IL)
Power Reactor Development (M)
Consolidated Edison of New York, inc.

DOE & Duquesne Light (PA)
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cancelisd ‘83

cancelied "82
cancelled ‘82
cancellad "84
cancelied 'B8&

cancellnd ‘B4
cancalied ‘B4
cancelled B2
cancalied B2

cancelied 82

cancelled ‘83
cancelied ‘82
cancelled ‘82
cancelled 84
cancelled ‘84
capcelled ‘B2
cancelled ‘82

concelied ‘B Y
cancelisd ‘B3

cencelied ‘80
cancelisd ‘80

canceliad ‘84

cancelled "75
canceliad ‘75

cancelisd ‘82

Limited Work Authorizations
7

LIMITED WORK AUTHORIZATIONS ISSUED

Mot

Unit MWa
1986
none
1984
none
19E3
May CRBRP 375 MWe
1982
none
1981
noha
1980
hone
1879
none
1978
July Biack Fox 1 1,150 Mwe
Juty Black Fox 2 1,160 MWe
Fab. Yallow Creek 1 1.2B5 Mwe
Feh. Yellow Cresk 2 1,285 Mwe
Total: 4 reactors = 4 B70 MWe (Net total: D)
1877
Aug. Marble Hill 1 1,130 MWe
Aug Marble Hill 2 1,130 MWe
Oct. Phipps Bend 1 1.233 Mwe
Oct. Phipps Bend 2 1,233 Mwe
April WPPSS 3 1.240 MWe
April WPPES B 1,240 MWe
Totsl: 6 reactors = 7,206 MWe INet total: 1 reactor
1878
May Cherokee 1 1,2BD MWwe
May Cherokee 2 1,2B0 MWe
May Cherokee 3 1.280 MWe
Apri! Harsville A-1 1.233 MwWe
April Hartsville A-2 1.233 MWe
Apdil Hartsvitie B-1 1,233 Miwve
April Hartsville B-2 1.233 MWe
Totsi: 7resctors = B,772 MWe [Net 1otal: O)
1876 .
Jur. Braiowood 1 1,120 MWe
Jan. Braidwood 2 1,120 MWe
Domers Byron 1 1,120 MWe
Dec. Byron 2 1.120 MWe
Aug. Callaway 1 1,150 Mwe
Aug. Callawsy 2 1,150 MWe
Dct. Clinton 1 933 MWe
D, Clinton 2 833 Mwe
Dec. Davis-Besse 2 806 Mwe
Dec. Davis-Besse 3 806 Mwe
Oct. Parry 1 1,205 MWe
Oct. Perry 2 1,205 Mwe
Sapt River Band 1 2834 MWwe
Sept. River Band 2 934 MWe
March S5t Lucie 2 786 MWe
Aug, South Texes Project 1 1.250 MWwe
Aug. Sputh Texes Projecl 2 1,250 Mwe
Aug. Summit 1 770 MWe
Aug. Summit 2 770 MWe
Aug. WPPSS 1 1,250 Mwe
Aug. WPPES 4 1.250 MWe

Total: 21 resctors = 22,062 MWe {Nat tom!: 13 resctors = 14,433 MWe!

Type/Mir.

LMFBR/W

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE

PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWH/CE

= 1,240 MWe)

PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
BWR/GE
BWHR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE

PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/BEW
PWR/B&W
BWHR/GE
BWR/GE
BWHR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/W
PWR/W
HTGR/GA
HTGR/GA
PWR/BAW
PWR/BAW

Operating Utility

1.8, Department of Energy

Public Service of Okishoma
Public Service of Oklshoma
Tennessse Valiay Authority (MS)
Tennessee Valley Authority (MS)

Public Service indiana

Public Service indiana

Tennessee Valley Authority

Tennessee Valley Authority

Washington Public Power Supply System
Weshington Public Power Supply Systern

Duke Power {SC)
Duke Power [SC)
Duke Power [SC)
Tennessae Valley Authority
Tennessee Valley Authority
Tennessae Valley Authority
Tennessee Valley Authority

Commonwsealth Edison {IL}
Commonwsaith Edison (1L}
Commonwesith Edison {IL)
Commonwesaith Edison {IL}
Union Electric IMO)

Union Electric tMO)

Riinois Powar

Hiinois Power

Tolsdo Edison

Toledo Edison

Clevaland Elactric lHuminsting
Cleveland Elactric Hiuminating
GuH States Utilities (LA)

Gul States Utilities {LA)
Florida Power & Light
Houston Lighting & Power
Houston Lighting & Fower
Deimarva Fower & Light {DE)
Delmarve Power & Light [DE]
Washington Public Power Supply System
Weshington Public Power Supply Systsm
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Limitad Work Authorizstions
8

1874
Sept.
Sept.
May
Mpay
Oct.
Dzt
May
Maey
Jan
cancelied ‘83 Jan
cencelied ‘81 Jan
cancellsd ‘81 Jan
June
cancelied '77 QOct.
cancelied ‘77 Oct.
May
May
cancelisd ‘74 May
cencelled ‘74 May
May

Total: 20 reactors = 271,534 MWe (Net total: 13 resctors = 14,870 MWs}

Unit

Ballefonte 1
Ballsfonte 2
Catawbs i
Catawbs 2

- Comanche Poak 1

Comanche Feak 2
Grand Guif 1
Grand Gulf 2
Shearon Harris 1
Shearon Hamis 2
Shweron Hamis 3
Shearon Harris 4
Milistore 3

Surry 3

Surry &

Alvin W, Vogtie 1
Alvin W._ Vogtie 2
Alvin W, Vogtie 3
Alvin W. Vogtie 4
Weterford 3

Net
MWae

1.213 MWe
1,213 MWe
1,145 Mwe
1,745 Mwe
1.150 MWe
1,150 MWe
1.250 MWe
1,250 MWe

300 MwWwae

200 MWe
900 Mine

800 MWe
1,150 Mwe

BE2 MWe

BB2Z MwWe
1,100 MWe
1,100 Mwe
1,100 MwWe
1,100 Mwe
1,104 Mwe

Typa/Mir,

PWR/B&W
PWR/BAW
PWH/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWHR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/MW
PWRW
PWRMW
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/CE

Opsrating Utllity

Termaessse Valley Authority (AL}
Tennessee Valley Avuthority (AL)
Duke Powaer {SC)

Duke Power (SC)

Taxas Utilities Geanereting
Taxas Utilities Ganarating
Misgisaippi Power & Light
Misxissippi Fower & Light
Carolina Power & Light (NC)
Caroiina Powser & Light (NC}
Carolins Power & Light {NC)
Carolina Fower & Light (NC}
Northaast Utilities {CT)

Vinigria Electric and Powsr
Virginia Electric snd Power
Georgie Powsr

Georgis Power

Georgis Power

Georgin Power

Louisians Power & Light
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cancellad ‘80
cancellad ‘80

cancelied "'83
canzelied 81
cancelled ‘87
cancelied ‘84
cancelied ‘84
cancelied ‘82
canceliad ‘82

cancelisd ‘82
cancelisd B2

- cancelisd ‘84

cancelied ‘84

cancelled '83

. cancelled B2

cenceliad ‘B2
cancelied 54
cancelied ‘B4
cancefled ‘82
cancelled ‘82

cancelipd ‘84

cancelled ‘B0
cancelied ‘78

cancalied ‘87

corcalled 'B3

1985
none

1984
none

1983
none

1882
none

181
none

1980
none

1978
Jen.
Jan.

CONSTRUCTION PERMITS ISSUED

Unit

Jamesport 1
Jamesport 2

Net
MWae

1,150 MWe
1.150 MWe

Total: 2 resctors = 2,300 MWe (Net total: O)

1878
Jan,
Jan.
Jan,
Jan.
Aprit
April
Jan.
Jan.
April
Feb.
Apri
MNov.
Nov.

Total: 13 reactors = 14 626 MWe (Net total: 2 resctors = 2,140 Mwa)

1877
Dec.
Dec.
Dec.
Mpy
May
May
May
May
May
March
March
May
Sept.
Det

Moy

Total: 15 reactors = 17,236 Mwe (Net totsl: § resctors = 5,280 Mwe)

197¢
April
April
Fob.

Total: O reactors = 10,278 MWe [Net total: 7 reactors = B,753 MWa)

Shearon Hams 1
Sheaton Harris 2
Shearon Harris 3
Shasron Harhs 4
Marbie Hill 1
Marble Hill 2
Phipps Bend 1
Phipps Bend 2
WFPPSS 3
WPPES 4
WPPSE &
Yeliow Creek 1
Yeliow Creek 2

Cherokee 1
Cherokee 2
Cherokee 3
Hartsvilie A-1
Hersville A-2
Hartsville B-1
Hartsvilie B-2
Perry 1

Perry 2

Aiver Bend 1 F0~1
River Bend 2
S1. Lucia 2
Stenling
Tyrone 1
Wolf Cresk

Callaway 1
Callaway 2
Clinton 1
Climton 2
Paio Verde 1
Falo Verde 2
Palp Verde 3
Seabrook 1
Seabrook 2

D00 Mwe
800 MWe
800 Mwe
800 Mwe
1,130 MWe
1,130 MWe
1,233 MWe
1,233 Mwe
1.240 Mwe
1,250 Mwe
1,240 Mwe
1,285 MWe
1,2B5 MWe

1,280 MWe
1,280 MWe
1,2B0 MWe
1,233 MWe
1,233 MWe
1,233 MWe
1,233 MWe
1,205 MWe
1,205 MWe

834 MWe

834 Mwe

TBE MWe
1,150 MWe
1,100 Miwe
1,150 MWe

1,150 MWe
1,150 MWs

933 Mwe

833 MWe
1,270 MWe
1.270 Mwe
1,270 MWe
1,150 MwWe
1,150 MWe

Type/Mfr.

PWR/W
PWR/W

PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWHR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/BAW
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE

PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWHR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/W
PWHRMW
PWRMW

PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWHR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/AW
PWR/W

Construction Pearmits
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Operating Utllity

Long island Lighting
Long island Lighting

Carplina Power & Light (NC)

Carolina Power & Light (NC}

Caroling Power & Light (NC)

Carolina Power B Light {NC)

Public Sarvice indians

Public Service indiana

Tenneasos Valley Authprity

Tennessee Valley Authonity

Washington Public Power Supply System
Washington Publiic Power Supply System
Washington Public Powsr Supply System
Tennessee Valley Authority MS)
Tennessee Valley Authority IMS)

Duke Power {SC)

Duke Power {SC)

Dukks Powsr {ST)

Tennessee Valley Authority
Tennes see Valley Authority
Tennessee Vallay Authority
Tennessee Valley Authority
Cievelend Elsctric Hlumninating
Cievelsnd Electric Muminating
Gulf States Liilites (LA

Gulf States Utilities ILA)
Florida Power & Light
Rochester Gas and Elactric
Northern States Power (W)
Kenses Gas and Electric

Union Electric MO}

_Linion Electric {MD)

Winoks Power

Rinots Power

Arizona Public Service

Arizona Public Service

Arizona Public Service

Public Service of New Hempzhire
Public Service of New Hampshire

OPCPOD4-13-007439
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Net
Unit MWe Type/Mftr.
1878
Dec. Braidwood 1 1,120 MWe PWRW
Dec. Braidwoond 2 1,120 MWe PWR/W
Dec. Byron 1 ' 1,120 Mwe PWR/W
Dec. Byron 2 1.120 MWe PWR/W
Aug Catawbs 1 ' 1,145 MWe PWih/W
Aug. Catewbs 2 1,145 MWe PWR/W
Dec. South Texas Projact 1 1,250 MWwe PWHW
Dec. South Texas Pmoject 2 1,250 MWe PWH W
Dec. WPPSS5 1 1,250 Mwa PWR/BAW
Totsl: 9 reactors = 10,520 MWe
1974
capcalipd "87 May Bailly Nuclaar 1 BAL MWe BWR/GE
May Baaver Valiay 2 836 MWe PWR/W
Dec. Ballstonte 1 1.213 MWe PWR/BAW
Dec. Belisfonte 2 1,213 MWe -  PWR/BAW
Dec. Comanche Pask 1 1.150 Mve PWR/W
Dec. Comanche Peak 2 1.150 MWs PWR/W
Sept. Grand Gut 1 1,250 MWe BWR/GE
Sept. Grand GuH 2 1,250 MWe BWR/GE
Nov. Hope Cresk 1 1,067 MWe BWR/GE
concelied 81 Nov. Hope Creak 2 1.0687 MWe BWR/GE
June Limenck 1 1,055 MWe BWR/GE
June Limarick 2 1.055 MWe BWH/GE
Aug. Millstone 3 1,150 MWe PWR/W
June Nine Mile Poinl 2 1,0B0 MWe BWH/GE
cancelied "B2 July North Anns 3 907 MWe PWR/BRW
cancellsd "80 July North Anna 4 807 MWe PWHR/B&W
capcalied "77 Dec. Surry 3 BE2 MWe PWR/W
cancelied “77 Dec. Sumry 4 BE2 MWe PWR/W
June Alvin W. Vogtie 1 1,100 MW PWHR/W
June Alvin W._Vogtie 2 1,100 Mwe PWR/W
cancelfed “74 June Ahdin W. Vopgtie 3 1,100 Mwe PWH/W
capcelied 74 June Ablvin W, Voptie 4 1,100 Mwe PWR/W
Nov. Wteriord 3 1,104 MWe PWR/CE
Total: 23 repctors = 24,262 MWe (Net total: 15 reactors = 15,773 MWa)
1673
canceliad ‘8D July Forked River 1 . 1,168 MWe PWH/CE
Sept LaSalie 1 1.078 MiWe BWR/GE
Sept. LeSalle 2 ’ 1,078 Mwe BWR/GE
Fab. William McGuire 1 1.1B0 e PWRW
Feb. Willism McGuire 2 1,180 MWe PWR/W
Oct. San Onotre 2 1,100 MWe PWHR/CE
Oct. San Onofre 3 1,100 MiWe PWR/CE
April Shoreham BAE MWe BWR/GE
March Virgil C. Summer | 300 Mwe PWR/W
Nov. Susquenanna 1 1.050 MWe BWR/GE
Now. Susquehanna 2 1,050 Mwe BWR/GE
Jan. Watts Bar 1 1,177 MWe PWR/W
Jan. Watts Bar 2 1.177 MWe PWH/W
March WPPES 2 1,100 MWe BWR/GE
Total: 14 reactors « 15,1B4 MWe [Nettotal: 13 ranctors = 14,0116 MWe)
1972
Dec. Arkanses Nociesr One-2 912 MWwe FWR/CE
Aug. Joseph M, Farley 1 B6C Mwe PWR/W
Aug. Jogeph M. Farey 2 B60 MWe PWR/W
Sepi. Enrico Fermi 2 1,138 Mve BWR/GE
Dec. Edwin |. Hetech 2 790 Mwe BWR/GE
Dec. Midiand 9 425 MWe PWR/BRW
Dec. Midlend 2 . 80B Mwe PWR/BAW
cancelied "84 Dct wm. H. Zimmer 1 810 Mwe BWR/GE
Total: & reaciors = 6,804 Mwe (Not 1ota); 7 reaciors = 5 754 Mval
1971
Merch Davis-Beasge 1 BA0 MwWe PWHR/BAW
Fob. North Anna 1 B77 Me PWR/W
fob. North Anns 2 890 MWe PWRW
Feb. Trojen 1,130 Mwe PWR/W
Total: 4 resctors = 3,787 MWe

Oparsting Uthlity

Commonwestth Edison 8L}
Commonwesith Edison #1}
Commonwsalth Edmon B
Commonwsalth Ediosn B

Duke Power ISC)

Duke Powet ISC}

Houston Lighting & Power

Houston Lighting & Power

Was hington Public Power Supply Systern

Northem indisns Public Service
Duquasne Light [PA)

Tannexsee Valiey Authority LAL)
Tannssses Valiey Authority (AL)
Texas Liilines Genarating
Texas Utilities Genarrting
Missiasippi Powsr & Lightt
Mississippi Power & Light
Fublic Service Elactric and Gas (N.J)
Public Service Eectric mnd Gas (N}
Philadeiphia Electric
Philedeiphin Ebastric

Northaast Utilities (CT)

Nisgare Mohawk Power
Virpinis Blectric snd Power
Virginia Esctric and Powse
Virginiz Electric and Power
Virginia Electric and Power
Georgia Power

Georgia Power

Georgis Power

Georgia Power

' Loutsisna Power & Light

Jarsey Central Power & Light
Commonweslth Edison B
Commonwsatth Edison BL)
Duke Powser {NC)

Duke Powar INC}

Southern Californiz Edison
Southem California Edison
Long isiand Lighting

South Caroling Electric & Gas
Pennsyivenia Power & Light
Pennsyhania Power & Light
Tennessee Valisy Authority
Tennessee Vailey Authonty
Was hington Public Power Supply System

Arkenses Power & Light
Alabsma Power
Alabama Power

Detroit Edison

Goorpia Power
Consumers Power M)
Consumners Powar M)
Cincinnati Gas & Electric

Toledo Edison

Virginia Elctric and Powsr
Virginia Electric snd Power
Portisnd General Bectric

OPCPOD4-13-007440



Unilt
1870
June Banver Valley 1
Feb. Brurswick 1
Fob. Brunswick 2
Dec. Diablo Cenyon 2
June _ Dusane Ampid
May - James A Fitrpatrick
Dec. Milistone 2
July 5t Lucie 1
May Sequoyah 1
May Sequoysh 2
Total: 10 reactors = B BEE Mwe
19468
July Calvert Clitis 1
July Calwvert Cliffs 2
March Donald C. Cook 1
March Donald C. Cook 2
Sept Eciwvin |. Hatch 1
Aug. Indian Point 3
Nov. Throe Mile islwnd 2

Total: 7 reattors = B,477 MWwe

1988

Dec. Arkansas Nucisar One-1
July Browns Ferry 3
June Cooper

Sept. Crystal River 3
April Diablo Canyon 1
June Fort Cathoun 1
SeptL Fort 5t Vrain
Aug. Kawaunee

Oct Maine Yankee
Jan. Peach Bortom 2
Jan. Pasch Bottom 3
Aup. Pilgnim 1

Juby Point Baach 2
June Prairie isiand 1
June Prairie island 2
Oct. Rancho Seco 1
Sept. Salem 1

Sept Sselem 2

June . Surry 1

June Swry 2

May Three Mile island 1
Dec. Zion 1

Dec. Zion2 '
Jotnl: 23 resctors = 18,764 Mwe
1967

May Browns Ferry 1
May Browns Ferry 2
June Momicelio

Nov. Dconee 1

Nov. Dconee 2

Nov. Oconne 3

March Paiisades

ity Point Basch 1

Fet. Quad Cites 1

Feb. Cuad Cities 2
Apni H.B. Robinson 2
April Turkey Point 3
Aprit Turkey Point 4
Dec Vermosnt Yenkee

Total: 14 reactors = 10,602 MWe

1988

Jan. Dresden 2

Dct Dresden 3
April Robert E. Ginna
Oct. indian Point 2
May Millstone 1

Totsl: 5 eactors = 3,587 MWe

Net
MWe

B33 MWe
T80 Mwe
780 Mwve
1.106 Mwe
538 Mwe
B27 Mwe
B89 MWe
B22 MWe
1.148 Mwe

1.148 Mwe

B45 MWe
BAS MWe
1,030 MwWe
1,100 MWe
786 MWwe
BEL MWe
806 MWe

B50 MWe
1,067 MWe
T78 Mve
BBD MWe
1,0B4 MWe
4865 MWe
330 Mwe
535 Mwe
B2Z5 MW
1,085 MwWe
1,065 Mws
67D Mve
497 MWe
530 MwWe
£30 MWe
918 Mve
1.090 Mwe
1,115 Mwe
775 MWe
775 Mwe
819 Mwe
1,040 Mwe

1,040 MWe

1,087 MWe
1,087 MWwe
545 MWe
B60 MWe
BESO MwWe
BED MWe
T57 MWe
£397 MWe
789 Mwe
7BS Mwe
BES Mwe
BEE6 MwWe
666 MWs
514 MWs

754 Me
784 MWe
£70 MWe
B73 MWe
BE60 MWe

Fypa/Mfr.

PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/W

PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/W

BWR/GE

. PWR/BEW

. PWR/B&W

BWR/GE
BWR/GE

PWR/CE
HTGR/GA

PWR/CE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWH/W
PWR/W
PWR/W

PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/BAW

PWR/W

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/B&W
PWR/B&W
PWR/B&W
PWR/CE
PWHR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWR/MW
BWR/GE

Construction Permits
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Dparating Utility

Duquesna Light {PA)

Carolina Power & Light INC)
Caroiina Power & Light INC)
Pacific Gas & Electric {CA}
lowa Electric Light and Power
New York Power Authority
Northeast Lhilities (CT)
Florids Power & Light
Tennessee Valisy Authority
Tennespee Valley Authority

Battimore Gas snd Electric
Batimors Gas and Electric
indisna & Michigsh Electric (M1}
Indiane E Michigan Eisctric {Ml}
Georgis Power

New York Power Authority
Matropolitan Edison (PA)

Arkansas Power & Light

Tormesses Valley Authority (AL}
Nebrazska Pubilic Power District
Florida Power

Pacific Gas & Electric (CA)

Omaha Public Power District

Public Service of Colorsdo
Wisconsin Public Service

Maine Yankae Atomic Power
Philadeiphia Electric

Philadeiphia Electric

Boston Edison

Wisconsin Electric Powsr (W1)
Northam Sttes Power IMN}
Northem States Power (WMN)
Sacramento Municipa! Utility District
Public Servics Electric and Gas (NJ}
Public Service Electric snd Gas (N.))
Virginia Electric snd Power

Virginia Electric snd Power
Metropolitsn Edison (PA}
Commonwsatth Edison #.)
Commonwsalth Edison (L)

Tennessee Valiey Authority AL}
Tennessee Valiey Authority (A1)
Northem States Power (MN)
Duke Powar {SC)

Duke Power (SC)

Duke Power [SC)

Consumers Powsr (M)
Wisconsin Eiectric Power (W)
Commonwealth Edison AL
Commonwealth Edison L)
Catoline Powsr & Light (SC)
Florida Power & Light

Florida Powsr & Light

Vemmont Yankea Nuclear Power

Commonwesith Edison lIL)
Commonwesith Edison OL)

Rochestsr Gas and Electric
Consolidated Edison of New York, inc.
MNortheast Lhilities {CT)

OPCPOD4-13-007441
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.retirad ‘74

retired ‘58
retired 67
reyired 64
resred 83
retired ‘67
retirsd ‘66

retired ‘68

rerired ‘84
retired '72
retired ‘80

retired ‘82

Mat

Unit MWe
1966
April MNine Mile Point 1 820 MWe
Totsl: 1 rasctor = 620 MWe
1854
May . Haddam Nack 582 MWe
Dec. Oyster Cresk B50 Mwe
March San Onofre 1 436 MWe
Totsl; 3 reactors = 1,868 Mwe
1963
- Hanford-N - B6D MWe
March LaCrosse 50 MWe
Total: 2 reactors = 810 MWe
1982 ]
Feb. Psach Bottom 1 AD MWe
Total: 1 reactor = 40 MWa (Net tota!: O)
1961
none ’ -
1860
May Big Rock Point 63 Mwe
July BONUIS 17 Mwe
May CVTR 17 MWe
July Hallam 75 MWe
Nov. Humboldt Bay 65 MWe
May Pathfinder 59 MWe
Jan. Pigque 11 MWe
Total: 7 reactors = 307 MWe [Net total; 1 resctor =
1968
Dec. Elk River 22 MWe
Tota!: 1 mactor = 22 MWe (Net total. D)
1858
none
1857 .
Nov. Yankee Rowe 175 MWe
Total. 1 reactor = 175 MWwe
1956
May Dresden 1 207 MWwe
Aug Enrico Fermi 1 61 MWe
May Indian Point 1 265 MWe
Tetel: 3 reactors = 523 MWe [Net total: O}
1955
- Shippingport 60 MWe

TJotal: 1 reactor = 60 MWe [Net total. Q)

Typa/Mtr,

BWR/GE

PWR/W
BWR/GE
PWR/W

GR/GE
BWR/AC

- HTGR/GA

BWR/GE
BWR/CE
HWR/W
SGR/AI

BWR/GE
BWR/AC
OMR/AI

17 Mwe)

BWH/AL

PWR/W

BWR/GE
FBR/PRDC
PWR/B&W

LWBR/W

ODperating Utility

Nisgars Mohawk Fower

F)

Connecticut Yenkes Atomic Power

Jersey Central Power & Light
Southern Califomnis Ecison

DOE & Washington Public Power Supply System
Dairyland Power Coop. (Wi}

Philsdeiphia Electric

Consumers Power [MI)

DOE &k Puerto Rico Water Respources
Carolinas -Virginiz Nuciasr Powsr Assoc. (SC)
DOE & Consumers Public Powsr District INE)
Pacific Gas & Electric [CA)

Northem States Power {SD)

DODE & City of Piqua, Dhio

DOE & Rural Cooperative Power Assoc. IMN)

Yankee Atomic Electric IMA)

Commonwsalth Edison {IL)
Power Reactor Development (M)
Consolidated Edison of New York, Inc.

DOE & Duguesne Light [PA)

OPCPOD4-13-007442
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LOW POWER OPERATING LICENSES I1ESUED
Nat
Unit MW Typo/Mir. Operating Utllity
1885
April _ Dinblo Canyon 2 1,106 PWHR/W Pacifiz: Gas & Blectric
March Fermi 2 1,100 BWR/GE Detroit Edison
Nov. Milistone 3 1.150 PWR/W Northasst Utilites
Dec. Palo Verde 2 1,270 PWR/CE Anizone Pubkc Service
Aug. River Band 1 B0 BWHR/GE GuH Siates LHiltties
July Shoreham® BDY BWR/GW Long sland Lighting
March Wolf Creek 1.150 PWR/W Kansas Gus & Eectric
Total: 7 resctors = 7,525 MWe .
1984 .
Oct. Byron 1 1,120 ' FWRW Commonwesith Edison BL1
June Callawsy 1 1,150 PWR/W Union Ebectric MO)
Dec. Catawbs 1 1.145 PWR/W Duka Power IS.C)
Oct. Limerick 1 1,055 BWHR/GE Philsdelphis Electric
Dec. Palo Verde 1 1.270 PWR/CE Arizone Public Service
March Susquehsnns 2 1,050 BWR/GE Pannsyivania Power & Light
Dec. Whaisrford 3 1,104 PWR/CE Louisiana Power B Light
Total: 7 renctors = 83+MWe
T
19823
Dec. LaShlis 2 1,078 MWe BWR/GE Commonwsestth Edison AL}
March Wiiliam MeGuire 2 1,180 Mwe PWR/W Duks Powsr {NC}
April St Lucie 2 7B6 MWe PWR/CE Florida Power & Light
Dec. WPPSS 2 1,100 Mwe BWR/GE Washington Public Power Supply System
Total: & reactors = 4,144 MWe
1982
June Grand Gut1 - 1,250 MWe BWR/GE Mississippi Power & Light
April LaSatie 1 1.078 Mwe BWR/GE Commuonwestth Edison {IL}
Fob. San Onofre 2 1,100 MWe PWR/CE Southem California Edison
Nov. San Onofrs 3 1.100 MWe PWR/CE Southem Califomis Edison
Aug. Summer 1 800 MWe PWR/W South Caroline Electric & Gas
July Susgushanna 1 1,050 Mwwe BWHR/GE Pennsylvania Power & Light
Tota!: € renctors = 478 MWe
1881
Sept Diable Canyon 1 1.084 MWe PWR/W Pacific Gas and Blectric {TA)
Jan. Wiliiam McGuire 1 1.1B0 MWe PWR/W Duke Power (NC)
June Sequoysh 2 1.148 MWe PWR/W Tennasses Valliey Authority
Total: 3 reactors = 3,412 MWe :
1980 i
Oct. Joseph M. Feriey 2 BEQ MWe PWR/W Alabams Power
April North Anna 2 850 MWe PWR/W Virginie Electric and Power
April Salem 2 1.115 MWe PWEAW Public Service Elactric and Gas (NJ)
Feb. Saquoyah 1 1,148 MWe PWR/W Tennassee Velley Authority
Total: 4 resciors = 4,013 MWe
1879
none
1978
Sapt. Arkansas Nuciear One-2 912 Mwe PWR/CE Arkansas Power & Light
June Edwin L Hatch 2 780 MwWe BWR/GE Georgia Power
Feb. Thres Mile Island 2° 806 MWe PWR/BEW Metropolitan Edison {PA)
Total: 3 reactors = 2,608 MWe
1977
Dec. Doneid C. Cook 2 1.100 MWe PWR/W Indiana & Michigen Electric MI)
April Davis-Besse 1 830 MWe PWH/BEW Toledo Edison
June Joseph M. Fariey 1 BEO MWe PWR/W Alabame Fower
Nov. North Anne 1 877 MWe PWR/MWW Virginia Electric and Power

Total: £ resctors = 3,727 MWs

*Racsived limited low power operating licenss 12/7/B4 snd nonrestricted low power pperating license 7/3/85.
®Shit down since 3/28/79 accident.

OPCPOD4-13-007443
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Unit
1878
Jan. Beaver Valiay 1
July Browns Ferry 3
Sept. Brunswick 1
Aug. : Calvert Clitfs 2
Dec. Crysial River 3
March 51. Lucie 1
Aug Saiem 1
Total: 7 reactors = £,327 MWe
1876
Dac. Indian Point 3
Sep1. Milistone 2
Nov. . Jrojen

Tota!l: 3 reactors = 2,964 MWe

1974

May Arkansas Nocdesr One-1
June Browns Ferry 2

Dec. Brunswick 2

July Calvert Cliffs 1

Dct. Donald C. Cook 1
Jan. Cooper

Feb. Dusne Amoid

Dct. James A Fitzpatnck
Aug. Edwin | Hatch 1
July Oconee 3

July Peach Botiom 3
Oct. Prairie isiand 2

Aug. Rancho Seco 1

Aprl Three Mile istand 1

Total: 14 reactors = 11.697 MWe

1973

June Browns Ferry 1
May Fort Calhoun 1
Dec Fort S1. Vrain
Dec. Kewaunes
Feb. Deonse 1

Det. Ocones 2

Aug. Paach Bottom 2
Aug Praine Islang 1
Jan Surry 2

April Turkey Point 4
April Zion 1

Nov, Zion 2

Total: 12 reactors = 9,254 MWe

1872
Sept. Maine Yankee

- June Pilgnm 1
March CQuad Cities 2
May Sury 1
July _ Turkey Ppint 3
March Vermont Yankee

Total: 6 reaciors = 4,235 MWe

1871

Jan. Dresden 3
Oct. Indian Poirt Z
Merch Palissdes
Nov. Point Baach 2
Sept. Qued Cities 1

Total: 5 reactors = 3,710 Mwe

Net
MWs

£33 MWe
1.067 MWe
780 Mwe
B45 Mwe
BBO MWe
B22 MWe
1,090 MWe

865 MWe
869 Mwe
1.130 MWe

850 MWe
1,067 Mwe
790 MWe
B45 MWe
1,030 MWe
T7B MWe
538 MWe
821 MWe
788 MwWe
BEO MWe
1,065 MWe
530 MwWwe
818 MWe
815 MWe

1,067 MWe
486 Mwe
330 Mwe
535 Mwwve
BGO Mwwe
B60 Mwe

1,065 MWe
530 Mwe
716 Mwe
666 Mwve

1,040 MWe

1,040 Mwe

B25 MWe
670 MWe
789 MWe
775 MWe
666 MWe
514 Mwwe

794 MWe
B73 MWwe
TE7 MWe
497 MWe
789 MWe

Fype/Mtr,

PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWH/BAW
PWR/CE
PWR/W

PWR/W
PWR/CE
PWR/W

PWHR/B&W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWHR/CE
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/BEW
BWR/GE

PWR/BEW
PWR/B&W

BWR/GE
PWR/CE
HTGR/GA
PWR/W
PWR/B&W
PWR/B&W
BWR/GE
PWHW
PWR/W
PWHR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W

PWR/CE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWHR/GE

BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWH/CE

BWR/GE

Operating Utility

Duguasne Light (PA)

Tennessee Valiey Authority (AL)
Carolina Power & Light INC)
Baltimore Gas & Electric

Floride Power

Flonds Power & Light

Public Service Electnc snd Gas (NJ}

New York Powar Authority
Northaas! Utilities (CT)
Portiand Genaral Electric

Arkansas Power & Light
Tennesee Valley Authority (Al)
Carolina Power & Light (NC}
Battimore Gas & Elactric
Indisns & Michigan Electric (M)
Nebrasks Public Powaer District
lown Electric Lipht and Powaer
New York Powsr Authority
Gaorgia Power

Duke Power 15C}

Philsgeiphia Electric

Northem States Powar (MN)
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Metropolitan Edison (PA)

Tennessee Valiey Authorty (AL)
Dmahea Pubiic Power District
Public Service of Colarsde
Wisconsin Public Service
Duke Power {5C)

Duke Power (SC)
Philadeiphia Electric
Northemn States Power (MN)
Virginia Electric and Power
Florida Power & Light
Commonwaaith Edison (L
Commonweatth Edison {IL]

Maine Yankee Atomic Powsr
Boston Edison

Commonwsealth Edison {IL)
Virginia Electric and Power
Fiorida Power & Light

Vermont Yankee Nuclessr Power

Commonwealth Edison {IL)
Consolidated Edison of New York, inc.
Consumers Power {M])

Wisconsin Electric Power (W1
Commonweatth Edison {IL)

OPCPOD4-13-007444



retired '74

retired ‘68
retired 67

retired ‘72

retirmd 67
retired 68
retired ‘64
retired ‘83
ratired ‘80
retired ‘66

mtired ‘84

ratired 82

Total: 1 rasctor = B0 MWe (Net total: O}

*LWHBR core replacec Shippingport's PWR core in 1877,

Type/Mfr.

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWR/W

BWR/GE
PWR/W

BWR/GE
BWR/GE

BWHR/AC

‘PWR/W

-GR/GE
HTGR/GA

BWR/CE
BWR/AC

FBR/PRDC

BWR/GE
HWR/W
BWR/AC
SGR/A!
BWR/GE
PWR/B&W
OMR/A!

PWR/W

BWR/GE

Net

Unit MwWws
1970
Oct. Millstone 1 BEO MWe
Sept. Monticello BA5 MWe
Oct. Foint Beach 1 437 Mwe
Aug. H.E Robinson 2 BB5 MWe
Total: & resctors = 2,367 MWe
19889
Dec. Dresden 2 784 MWe
Sapt. fobert £ Ginna £70 Mive
Aug. Nine Mile Point 1 . 620 MWe
April Ovsier Creak BED MWe
Total: 4 reactors = 2,534 MWe
i} 1.1
nons
1967
June Haddam Neck BE2 MWe
Judy I aCroase 50 MWe
March San Onofre 1 436 MWe
Tots!: 3 reactors = 1,DEB MWe
1866
- : Hanford-N BEO Mwe
Jan, Parch Bortomn 1 40 Mwe
Total: 2 resctors = B00 MWe (Net totel: 1 reactor = BEO MWe)
1986
none
1984
April BONUS 17 MWe
March Fathfinder 59 MWe
Total: 2 reactors = 76 MWe (Net totalv D)
1883
May Enrico Fermi 1 61 MWa
Total: T reactor = 61 MWe [Nat total: O)
1862 :
Aug. Big Rock Point €3 MWe
Nov. CVTR . 17 MWe
Nov. Elk River 22 Mwe
Aug. Hallam 75 MWe
Aug, Humboldt Bay 85 MNe
March indien Point 1 265 MWe
Aug. Piqua 11 MWe
Tote!: 7 reactors = 518 MWe (Nettota!: T reactor = £3 Mve)
1981
nNonE
1980
July Yenkes Rowe 175 MWe
Total: 1 reactor = 175 MWe
1959
Snpt Dresden 1 207 MWwe
Total: 1 eactor = 207 MWe (Net total: D)
1952
none
1987 :
March Shippingport® B0 MWe

Opersting Licanaas
15

Dpsrating Utilivy

Northeast Utilities (CT)
Northem States Power MN)
Wisconsin Elctnc Power (WI)
Caroiins Power & Light {SC)

Commonwsealth Edison OL)
Rochexter Gas and Ehsctric
Niagara Mohawk Powar
Jersey Contral Power & Ligh!

Connacticut Yankes Atomic Powar
Dairyisnd Powar Coop. (W1
Southem Cafiformnis Edison

DOE & Washington Public Power Supply System

Philadelphiz Electric

DOE & Puerio Riceo Water Resources

Northam States Powsr (SD}

FPowar Reactor Developmant (M)

Consumers Power (Ml

Carolinas-Virginia Nuclear Power Assoc, (SC)
Rural Cooperative Power Assoc. IMN)

DOE & Consumers Public Power District {NE)
Pacific Gas & Eiectric [CA)

Consolidated Edison of New York, inc.

DOE & City of Pigua, Ohio

Yankee Atomic Electric IMA)

Commonwsalth Edison 8L

DOE & Duguesne Light [PA}

OPCPOD4-13-007445



Canceliations
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CANCELLATIONS ANNOUNCED

[ T34

Unit MWe
1986

none

1984

Hattsvilie A-1 (C-44%) 1,233
Hartsvilie A-2 {C-345) 1,233
Merbie Hill 1 (C-60%) 1,130
Marbile Hill 2 {C-37%} ,130
River Bend 2 {C-0%) 834

Yellow Cresk 1 (C-35%) 1,285
Yellow Creek 2 (C-3%} 1,285
Zimmer 1 {C-97%) B1D

Totsl: 8 resctors = 8,040 Mwe

1882

Cherokee 1 {C-17%] 1,280 Mwe
Clinton 2 [C-1%] 933 MWwe
CRBAP (LW < 1%) 375 MwWe
Shearcn Harmis 2 (C-4%) | 800 Mwe
Skapit 1 {D) 1,275 Mvwve
Skagit 2 {0) 1,275 MWwe

Total: B reactors = 6,038 Mwe

1882

Allens Creek 1 (0} 1,200 MWe
Black Fox 1 ILWA < T8%) 1,150 MWe
Biack Fox 2 (LW < 1%] 1.150 MWe

Cherokee 2 IC-0%) 1,280 MWe
Cherokee 3 IC-0%] 1,280 MWe
Hartsville B-1 (C-17%]) 1,233 MWe
Hartsvilie B-2 {C-7%) 1,233 Mwe

North Anng 3 IC-7%] 907 MWwe

Pebble Spnings 1 {0} 1,260 MWe
Pebbie Springs 2 {0) 1.260 Mwe
Perkins 1 10) 1,280 MWe
Perkins 2 (O} 1,280 MWe
Perkins 3 (O} 1,280 Mwe

Phipps Bend 1 (C-27%) 1,233 MWe

Phipps Bend 2 (C-5%) 1,233 MWe
Vandalia {O) 1,270 MWe
WPPS 4 {C-23%) 1,250 Mwe
WPPS & (C-16%) 1,240 MWe

Total: 1B reactors = 22,019 MWe

1981

Bailly Nuclear 1 (C < 1%) 644 MWe
Callaway 2 {C < 1%]) 1,150 MWe
Shearon Hams 3 {C-1%) 800 MWe
Shearon Hammis 4 {C-1%) 800 MWe
Hope Cresk 2 (C-19%]) 1,067 Mwe
Pilgrim 2 {O) 1,150 Mive

Total: 6 reactors = 5,817 Mwe

19B0
Davis-Besse 2 (LWA-D%) 906 Mwe
Davis-Besse 3 (LWA-0%) 908 MwWe

Erie 1 |0} 1,260 MWe
Erie 2 D) 1,260 MWe
fForked River 1 {C-5%) 1.168 MWe
Greenwood 2 {0} 1,264 MWe
Greenwood 3 (D} 1,264 MWe

Haven 1 (0} 800 Mwe

Jamesport 1 {C-D%) 1,150 Mwe
Jamesport 2 {C-0%) 1,150 Mwe
Mortague 1 (0] 1,150 Mwe
Mormaegue Z (O] 1,150 MWe
Mew Hawen 1 {D) 1,250 Mwe
New Haven 2 (D) 1,250 MwWe
North Anna 4 (C-4%) 907 Mwe’
Stering (C-0%) 1,150 MWe

Total: 16 reactors = 18,085 MWe

Typs/Mir.

BWR/GE -
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PFWR/W
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
BWR/GE

PWH/CE
BWR/GE
LMFBR/W
PWR/MW
BWR/GE
BWHR/GE

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/BAW
PWR/BEW
PWR/BAW
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWH/BEW
PWR/CE
PWHR/CE

BWR/GE
PWRMW
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE
PWHR/CE

PWR/BEW
PWR/B&W
PWH/BEW
PWR/B&EW
PWR/CE

PWR/BEW
PWR/B&W

PWR/W
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWHR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/B&W

Operating Urnility

Tennessee Vallay Authority
Tennezssee Valley Authonity
Public Service indisna
Public Service indisna

Gulf Sistes Litilivies (LA)
Tennesaee Valiey Authority
Tennessee Valley Authority
Cincinnati Gas & Electric

Duke Power [SC]

Niinois Power

.S, Department of Energy {TN)
Carpline Power & Light INC)

Pugat Sound Power and Light {wa)
Puget Sound Powar and Light (W]

Houston Lighting & Power

Public Service of Oklahoma

Public Service of Oklahoma

Duke Power (SC)

Duke Power ISC)

Tennessee Valley Authority

Tennessa: Vallay Authority

Virginia Electric snd Power

Portiand Genaral Electric

Portiand Gensral Electric

Duke Powar (NC}

Duke Power INC)

Duke Power INC)

Tennesses Velley Authority -

Jennessee Valiey Authority

lowa Powet and Light

Washington Public Power Supply System
Washington Public Power Supply System

Northemn indiena Public Service
Union Eisctric {MO)

Carolina Power L Light (NC)
Carctine Power & Light INC)

Fublic Senvice Elsctric and Gas (N.J)
Boston Edison

Toledn Edison

Toledo Edison

Ohio Edison

Dhio Edison

Jersey Central Power & Light
Datroit Edison

Detroit Edison

Wisconsin Bectric Power
Leng lsiand Lighting

Long Island Lighting
Northeast UitHibas BWA)
Northeast Utilities IMA)

MNew York Stmte Fiectric & Gas
New York Simte Blectric & Gas
Virginiz Electric snd Power
Rochester Gas and Electric

OPCPOD4-13-007446



Unit

1878

Gresne County (D)
NEP-1 {0}

NEP-2 (D)

Palo Verde 4 10}
Palo Verde 5 (D)
Tyrone 1 {C-0%)
wnit 1 {0}

unit 2 {0}

Nat
MWs

1.200 MWe
1.150 MWe
1,160 MWe
1.270 MWe
1,270 MWe
1.100 MWe
1.188 MWe
1,188 MWe

Total: B reactors = D 476 MWVe

1878

Atiantic 1 {D)
Atiantic 2 {D)
Blue Hills 1 10)
Biue Hills 2 (O}
Haven 2 (D}
kiote {0}

SR 110}

SR 2}
Sundesert 1 {0}
Sundesert 2 (O}
unit 1 {0)

unit 2 {0}

Wm. H. Zimmer 2 {0}

1,150 MWe
1,150 MWe
850 MWe
B50 MWe
800 MWe
583 Mwe
1.150 MWe
1,150 MWe
250 MWe
950 MWwe
1,150 MWe
1,150 MWe
1.150 MWe

Total; 13 reactors = 13,3332 Mwe

1877

Alan Barton 1 (D)
Alan Berton 2 (O}
Doupias Point 1 {0}
Ft. Calhoun 2 (O}
South Dade 1 (D)
South Dade 2 (O)
Surry 3 (C 0%])
Surry 4 {C O%)

.~ unit 1 {D)

1,170 MWe
1,170 MWe
1,178 MWe
1,150 MWe
1,140 Mwe
1,140 MWe

BEBZ MWe

BBZ MWe
1,150 MWe

Total: 9 reactors = B,.B62 MWe

1976
Allens Creek 2 (D)
Douglas Point 2 {0}

1,150 MWe
1,178 MWe

Total: 2 reactors = 2.32_5 Mwe

1975

Alan Barton 3 D)
Adan Barton 4 (O}
Errico Fermi 3 (O}
Futton 1 {O)

Futton 2 {0}

5t. Rosalie 1 (D}

St Rosalie 2 {D)
Summit 1 (LWA 0%)
Summit 2 (LWA 0%)
wnit 1 {0)

unit 2 {O)

1.170 MWe
1,770 MWe
1,171 MWe
1.180 MWe
1.160 Mwe
1.160 MWe
1,160 MWe

770 MWe

770 MWe
1.300 MWe
1,300 MWe

Jotal: 11 reactors = 12,281 MWWe

1874

Eastemn Desert 1 {D)
Eastern Desert 2 (D}
Cuanicassee 1 (D)
Quanpicessee 2 {0)

SR 31O

Tyrone 2 10)

Alvin W. Vogtie 3 (C 0%)
Alvin W, Vogtie 4 [C O%)

T70 MWe

770 MWe
1.150 MWe
1,150 MWe
1,150 MWe
1,100 Mwe
1,100 MWe
1.100 MWe

Totsl: B reactors = B, 220 MWe

1873
none

Typa/Mir.

PWR/BRW
PWR/MW
PWRMW
PWR/CE
PWR/CE
PWR/W
BWR/GE
BWR/GE

PWR/W
PWR/W
PWHR/CE

- PWR/CE

PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/BAW
PWR/B&W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
BWH/GE

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/W
PWR/B&W
PWR/B&W
PWR/W

BWR/GE
BWR/GE

BWR/GE
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
HTGR/GA
HTGR/GA
HTGR/GA
HTGR/GA
HTGR/GA
HTGR/GA
PWR/CE
PWR/CE

HTGR/GA
HTGR/GA
PWR/W

" PWR/W

PWR/B&W
PWRW
PWR/W
PWR/W

Cancellations
17

Oparating Utility

New York Power Authority
HNew England Power [R1)
New England Power R}
Arizons Public Service
Arizone Public Sarvice
Northam States Power (W)
Pacific Ges snd Electric {CA)
‘Pacific Gas and Electric (CA)

Fublic Service Electric and Gas (oftshore, N.J)
Public Service Elacttic and Gas (offshore, NJ)
Gulf States Litilities (TX)

Gul! States Lhilities [TX)

Wisconsin Electric Power

Puerte Rico Weter Resourcas Authority
Carolina Power & Light (NC)

Carolina Power & Light INC}

San Diego Gas and Electric

San Disgo Gas and Electric

Public Service Electric and Gas {offshote, N.J)
Public Service Electric and Gas (ofishore, NJ)
Cincinneti Gas & Fiectric

Alabama Power

Alabama Power

Potomac Elsctric Power {(MD)
Cmshe Public Power District
Flonde Power & Light

Florids Power & Light
Virginia Electric and Power
Virginia Electric and Power
Central Maine Power

Houston Lighting & Power
Potomac Electric Power (WMD)

Alabame Power

Alabamg Power

Datroit Edison

Philadelphia Ekectric
Philadeliphia Electric
Louisiana Power & Light
Louisiana Power & Light
Deimarva Power B Light {DE)
Delmarva Power & Light {DE)
Florids Power

Floride Power

Southern Califomia Edison
Southem Califomia Edison
Consurners Power (M)
Consumers Power (M}
Crrolina Power & Light INC)
Northem Stetes Power (WI1)
Georpin Power

Georgis Power

OPCPOD4-13-007447



Cancslistions
1B

Unit

1972

Bell (O]

Crystal Rwver 4 (D)
Nuclear 4 [0}
Nuclear 5 (0)
Perryiman 1 {D}
Perryman 2 (D]

Nat
MWae

B3B8 MWe
810 MWwe
1,115 Mve
1.115 MWe
8BO MWe
BBO MWe

Total; 6 reactors = 5,738 MWe

Typs/Mfr.

BWR/GE
PWHR/BEW
BWR/GE
BWR/GE
PWR/CE
PWR/CE

D psrating Utilizy

New York Siate Electric & Gas

Florida Power

Consolidmed Edison of New York, Inc
Consclidated Edison of New York, inc.
Bahimore Gas and Elactnc

Baltimore Gas and Electric

OPCPOD4-13-007448



Retirements
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RETIREMENTSE ANNOUNCED
Net
Unit M.\V. Typa/Mir, Opearating Utlilty

1986
nons

1984

Dresgen 1 {'58-"7B) 207 PWR/GE Commonwealth Edison {IL)
Total: 1 reactor = 207 MWe

o 1983

) Hurnboldt Bay '62-"76) B85 Mwe BWR/GE Pacific Gex and Electric (CA)

Total: 1 meactor = BES MWe

1982
Shippingport ('57-'82) 60 MWe LWBR/W DOE & Duquesnas Light {PA}

Total: 1 renctor = 80 MWe

‘ _ 1981
- none

198D
indian Point 1 ('62-"74} 285 Mwe | PWR/BSW Consolidated Edison of New York, inc,
Total; 1 reactor = 265 MWe

1879
none

1978
nong

1877
none

1878
none -

; 1975
_ none

1574
Peach Bottomn 1 {'66-"74} 40 Mwe HTGR/GA Philadelphis Blectric

A Tota!: 1 reactor = 40 MWe

B 873
i none

[ 1872

Ennco Fermi 1 '63-°72) 61 MWe FBR/PRDC Fowear Renctor Devalopment (M) )
Total: 1 resctor = 61.MWe

18713
none

870
none

1988
none

! ; 1968
BONUS '64-'6B) 17 MWs BWR/CE DOE & Puerto Rico Witer Resources
Elk River {'62-"6B] 22 MW BWR/AC Rural Coopersative Power Assoc, (MN)

Total: 2 repctors = 39 MWe

1967 .
CVTR {"62-'67) 17 Mwe HWR/W Carolinas-Virginie Nuciear Power Assoc. {SC)

Pathfinder {64-'67) 58 Mwe BWR/AC Horthemn Statas Power [SD)
Tertal: 2 reactiors = 76 MWe

- 1986

Piqua ['62-'8B6) 11 Mwe OMFR/Al DOE & City of Piqua, Ohio

Total: 1 eactors = 11 MWe

19865

none

1984 OPCPOD4-13-007449

Haliam {'62-"64} 75 Mwe SGR/A) DOE & Consumers Public Power District {NE)
Total: 1 reactor = 75 MWe



Operating Licenses

HISTORICAL PROFILE OF U.S. NUCLEAR POWER DEVELOPMENT — 1953 TO 1988

Conutruction Permita

Limited Work Authorzations

Cancelintiony Retirement Totel
Tasued Insupd lsavsd Ordere Placed Anncunced Ar d [+ ) t
nd
»f Net Net Asc'd Mot Nat
wr [Annuslly MWse Totsl  MWs MAnnuslly MWe Totsl  MWe [Annuslly MWs CP's MWe Totsl MW Annually MWs  Total Mi¥e JAnmuslly  Mwe | Annually  Mwe [Annoelly  Mwe
153 1 Lv] 1 8o 1 80
154 [ 1] 1 o]n] 1 80
186 80 1 80 3 532 3 533 4 -1: ke
158 . 533({ 4 593 1 175 1 178 [] 788
67 1 [.1\] 1 176 & 708 2 134 2 134 7 902
%8 0 o 1 o] L 708 3 127 5 281 10 1029
:13:] 1 207 2 221 4 523 k| 2] 7 330 13 1.120
280 1 178 3 3oz | 10 L] 1 ¥7 1 40 1A 1.137
L] 4] 0 3 of 1o 855 1} 0 1 40 14 1,137
982 7 518 | 10 da| 4 17 2 832 2 832 10 1.789
j: Lk} 1 81 11 : AN [ 1,028 4 2500 4 2,288 20 4,338
o84 2 78| 12 1.088 8 2018 o 0 1 820 1 - 75 19 4,280
985 o 01 12 820 T 3238 b 4483 7 4,403 28 8,723
ans 2 Boo gy 13 581 10 5,929 20 18,382 22 17.23% 1 1A 45 15,075
pa7 3 1,088 | 14 10.802| 2t 15,483 kh 26,447 39 331080 ' 2 78 74 E1.44p
948 0 o1 12 18,764 ) A4 34,227 10 16.083 31 29379 2 39 .1} 88410
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art ] 37110 28 J,787| 51 44748 2 208781 63 51733] 130 109,853
972 ] 4239 | 30 8.804| B4 47,110 | 41520 77 B1.217 |8 odens 5,738 1 A )] 181 144 880
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. 1CF'y 1,200
1978 3 2084 | B8 39,828 2 10820] 89 70,981 21 22,082 B 10520 ia 18892 4 4180; 69 79818 |Boden 10,751 12 208,807
. 21y 1,540
1878 7 8.327) &8 45,086 8 102781 7Y 74810 8,772 4 4,188 19 20,498 3 3790 58 88,198 | 2 orttery 1318 213 207,459
1977 4 37271 89 49,382 1% 17,238| 80 98,885 L] 72081 12 13838 13 13808 4 BOAD| 48 52,5327 orden 8,098 208 102,837
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1970 3 2608¢ 72 52'190L 13 14,0281 80 98,073 A 4670 13 14029 4 4112 2. 2.240 n 38,560 113 orders 13,333 187 191,842
1978 0 o] 72 $2,190 2 2300] 91 88873 0 o o ‘0 4" anz 0 0] 22 25,883]7 orden pare 198 182,008
1CP 1,100
1980 L} 40131 78 88,9838 0 0] 82 80,335 Q I} o L1} z 2,300 0 0 13 15,145 [ Borders 10,748 1 | 28% 172 193,718
21w’y 112
BCP's 5525
1981 3 adaz2l 1 BD.SBDF 0 0] 74 92262 a 0 Q o 2 2,300 o 0 12 13,595 § 1 order 1,150 100 157,907
{5cCrs 4581 K .
1
1982 [} 8478) ®3 BB, 788 0 0} 59 84,895 o 0 0 0 ] 0 L] 0 L] 5,185 § 7 orders BBYO 1 80 147 135828
2100y 2,300
BCFy 10,889
1983 4 o 4144] pB 80,847 0 0f 32 57838 1 375 o 0 0 0 0 0 2 2,240 | Z orders 1,550 1 v a5 140 128,728
: 1w 378
' ‘zgv acPy 3,112 .
1984 T 82 77,695 0 0 37 408451 [} 0 0 0 0 Q o 0 2 224p]BCPy 9,040 1 207 1M 120,488
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EXHIBIT
Schedule (DJL-5)
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Louisiana Power & Light Company
Louisiana PSC Docket No. U-16945

Jefferson Parigh Second Data Reguest

Question No. 8:

. Please provide a copy of any written report prépared
by MSU or LP&L which describes the current status of the
nuclear generating facility referred to as Grand Gulf II

("GG II").
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

UDtilities, Inc.

OPCPOD4-13-007454



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 Reguest No. 8.

OPCPOD4-13-007455



Louisiana Power & Light Company
Louisiana PSC Docket No. U-16945

Jefferson Parish Second Data Reguest

Question No. 10:

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 Reguest No. 8.
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Schedule {DJL-6)
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LP&L DROD740
| TB&A #589

QUESTION: Report or analysis éupporting the St. Rosalie
-cancellation.

RESPONSE: Attached is the LP&L news release of Jume 25, 1975
announcing the cancellation of S5t. Rosalie. Additional
information associated with St. Rosalie was originally
supplied with TB&A Document Request Numbers 512 and 531.

OPCPOD4-13-007458
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R June 25, 1975
Louisiann Power & Light Company announced today it has cancélled plans to0
butld two n-uclea\r-tueled genereting units at its St. Rosalie Station at Alliance in
Plagquemines Parish. | _
E. A, Rodi-igue, LP&L president, in ennouncing the canceliation stated that
doubling of the é‘ost gf constructing the plant from S1. 2 biilion to approximately
$2, 3 billion and the inability of LP&L to flnance this higher cos: were the principal
- reasons for the action teken.
o ‘ "Much of the added cost can bg laid to the 'no-growth’ environmeﬁtaliszs and
i - and the bureaucratic red tape of those Federal agencies involved in regulating the
| building of nuclear facilities, " Rodrigue said. He gave as an example the added cost
{nvolved in going shead with LP&L's first nlucles.r unit at its Warerford Station,
Announced in Seprember, 1970, ar an estimated cost of 5230 millien, he srated that
_ the rulings and requirerments of the Atomic Energy Commission and the Jusrtice
Dapartment Were largely responsible for the delays in starting construction. These

delays coupled vrith the {ncrezsed requirements of the Environmental Protection Agency

! have tripled the cost of that plant to an estimated 5700 million and have resulied ina
i four-year delay in tdme schedule.
"Unforrunately, " Rodrigue pointed our, 'fsucia cost increases must evenally
be made up in rthe amount our cusromersrpay for their electricity. ™
@ In addirion to LP&I.' s announcement of the St. Rosalie cancellation, other Mid2le
South Utilities companies simultaneously announced changes in their expansion plans.

ve morc

- - Brirved nﬂ’ﬂtrrm LAY
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LP&L Newe Release
Add -1 :

Mtseissippi Power & Light Company and Middle South Fnérgy, Inc. will dela\'/ the -

construction of the second nuclear unit ar {ts Port Ginson plnnt from 1982 to 1984,

Two coal-fueled units for Arkansas Power & nghr Company criginally scheduled for

1678 and 1979 opera:ion have been delayed ro 1979 and 1981 operation dates,

These cancellations and deferrals of announced gencrarildﬁnénd related ad-
diriohs wil} reduce the Middle South Systerm's overall cons:rucrbn budget bv approx-
imately $650 million in the 1975-1978 period, according to Redrigue,

Rodrigue pointed out that Middle South System's construzrion program at the
reduced levels will rafse a question, for the firs: dme in the history of the Middle
South System, -'cpf its abtlity to meet all the electric energy requirements of ite
customers in the future. Under the revised cons:rucrion prograni, the Middle South
System reserve generating capacily margin, which its engineers believe should be
maintained at 16 percent, will be decreased to 12 parcent by 1979, A reserve margin

at this lower level will result in & substanrial lessening of System reliabiliry,

-30-
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EXHIBIT
SCHEDULE [BJL-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
6 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; FERC Form 1, 1985, pg. 269
Line 2; FERC Form 3, 1985, pg. 271
Line 3; FERC Form 1, 1985, pg. 273
Line 4; sum of lipes 1-3
Line 5; Tine 4/.46
Line 6; Tine 5 * 34
Line 7; 1ine 4 less 1ine 6
Line 8; Updated COS, pg. 4 of 4, 1ine 12, column 36
Line 9; Updated COS, pg. 4 of 4
Line 10; (1/iine 8)*1ine 9
Line 11; 1ipe 7/1ine 10
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Schedule (DJL-8)
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: -.uuisiar.;a ruder & cogit Compuny
L P S C Return oh Rate 8Sase

At December 31, 1985
) (2)
Line
No. Account

srme caaaes

1 Opersting Revenues
Retail Revenues
Unbilled Revenues
Resale revenues

Total Sales Revenue
Other Oper, Revenues
Off System Revenues

Total Operating Revenues

w003 N OB ek

10 Operating Expenses:

11  oOperation and Haintenance
12 bepreciation

13 Texes Other Than Inc. Tax
14 Federal Income Taxes

15 State Income Taxes

16 Des Fed.Inc.Tax-Net

17  Def St.Inc.Tax-Net

18 Investment Tax Credit-Net
13

20 Total Operating Expenses
21

22 Net Operating Income

23 AFUDC

24

25 Return on Rate Base

26

27 Rate Bage (average test year)
28  Plant In Service

29 Conmat. Work in Progreas
30 plant Held for Future Use
31 plant Acquis. Adjustment
32 ptant Leased to Others

33 Nuclesr Fuel

34 Accum. Prov, for Deprec.
35

15 Net Plant

37  Morking Capital

38  Investment in SFI

39 Deferred Fuel Costs

40 Deferred ITC Pre-1971 .
41  Acc. Def. Income Taxes

42  Customer Adv. for Const.
43 Customer Deposits

44 Def, Texaco Settlement

45  Upremort. Gain Build. Sale
46 Standard Coal Plant

47  Deferred Waterford 3 Expn.
48

4“9 Total Rate Base

50

51 Percent Return oh Rate Base

1,173,716,446
16, 963,560
0

1, 190,680,006
12,560,435
28,053,273

$1,231,293,714

$940, 139,956
65,657,098
35,952,012
(16,608, 860)
(2,770,508)

17,236,637 .

10,988,246
(435, 181)

181,134,316
124,290,666

$305,424,962

i i ) i ; ;
“pur Cost or Servite rrogram -

(4)
Investment
in SFI

5,355,643
$5,355,643

2,266,463
428,549

2,660,631

{-}]
Coop Transm
Charges

()
Customer
Deposits

$1,588,595 50

(1,588,595) 0

(8}
Texaco
Settiement

(10,482, 162)
4,951.511)
11,028,895

1,660,351
(629, 178)

&)
Payroll
Increases

2,333,472

(987,525)
(186,678)

KEVISED
04 -Nov-B6

(10)
Employee
Benefits

$1,456,053

199,385
(701,402)
(132,522)

2,676,353
1,132,631
(214,108}

2,813,392, 214
1,310,8B40,328
4,503,290
775,977
5,017,934
12,524,227
(559,847, 165)

3,587,206, 805
43,656,458

0
(14,282,112)
{2,858,187)
(126,547, ,617)
(10,776,559)
0

(472,018,769
€10,118,327)

0
10,060,000

52,593,902

(26,441,403)

ik oy e O i e S 2 a T

58,407,895

97,122 0
182,007 0

.................................................................................................................................
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Luulgista roder & crgnt Cotupraniy
L P S C Return on Rate Base

At December 31, 1985
(1) 2)
Line
No. Account

1 Operating Revenues.
Retail Revenues
Unbi tied Révenues
Resale revenues

Yotul Sales Revenue
Other Oper. Revenues
Off System Revenues

Total Operating Revenues

OE~ NN

10 Operating Expenses:

11 Operation snd Maintenance
12 Depreciation

13  TYexes Other Than Inc. Tax
1%  Federal Income Taxes

15 State Income Taxes

16 Def Fed.Inc.Tax-Net

17  Def St.Inc.Tax-Net

;B Investment Tax Credit-Net
9

20 Total Operating Expenses
21

22 Net Operating Income

23 AFWOC

24

25 Return on Rate fiase

26

27 Rate Base (average test year)

28 Plant in Service

29 Connt. Work in Progress
30 Plant Held for Future Use
31  Plant Acquis. Adjustment
32  Plant Leased to Others

33 Nuclear Fuel

gg Accum, Prov, for Deprec.
36 Net Plant ‘
37  VWorking Capital

33  Investment in SFI

39 Deferred Fuel Costs

40 Deferred 1TC Pre-1971

41  Acc. Def. Income Taxes

42 Customer Adv. for Const.
43  Customer Deposits

44 Def. Texaco Settlement

45  Unamort. Gain Build. Sale
46  Standard Coal Plant -

47 Deferred Waterford 3 Expn.
48 .

49 Total Rate Base

50

51 Percent Return on Rate Dase

e - = e - REVIacir 2 of »
04 -Nov-B6
(1 (13 (14) (13 €16) (17) (18) {18A) (19}
beferred St. Rosalfe Rate Waterford 3 Deferred W-3 Copacity Revenue Allocation Property
Income Taxes Abandonment Increese in Service Expenses Charges Cheanges Adjustment Gain
. 288,550,695 (26,664 ,874) (44 ,566)
- 0
0
0 0 288,550,695 0 0 0 (26,664,874) (44,568) 0
(1,814)
5,867
£0 $0 $288,550,695 $0 £0 20 ($26,664,874) ($10,513) $0
(%3,185,606) $48,500,282 (%$185,880 000) ($5,870,128) (%$5,814,455) (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 2,684,238 (8,355, 267) (985,240} 104,640
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 14,8?0,600 220,578
(2,270)
(3,216 857) - ¢1,582,609) 143,775,826 57,042,831 (92,345,186)  (2,916,2B0) (16, 856 517 (9,851) (125, 186)
3,216,857 1,582,609 142,774,869 (57,062,831) 92,345,184 2,915,280 {9,808,357) (662) 125,186
: (124,290, 65663 0
$3,216,857 31 582,609 $142,7764,869 (%$181,333,497) $92,345,184 $2,916,280 (%9 ,808,357) (3662) $125, 184
1,140,833 530 (4,262,195}
(1,2687,046,125) 1,204,896
(2,610)
2,619
(2,807)
9,283, 809 {28,235)
(18,022, 68%) (91,045)
0 0 0 (154,951,469) ‘o © D 0 (3,159,377 tly
0 0 0 B, 562,535 0 0 0 264,858 (31,498)
. (14,408)
3,92
(%,646)
529,622 (9,103,792) (46,767,408) (629,634)
4,140
0
83,416
220,386
426,767
92,940,000 0
$529,622 50 30 (3155,492,726) 846,172,592 %0 $0  (%3,019 584) ($31,408)
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o ..sfar_ . _er & _.. .t Co__.,

L P S C Return on Rate Base
At December 31, 1985

(1 (2)
Line
Ko. Account

1 Operating Revenues

h-R- R - R o R

Retail Revenues
Unbilled Revenues
Resale revenues
Total Sales Revenue
Other Uper. Revenues
Off System Revenues

Total Operating Revenues

10 Operating Expenses:

49

Operation and Maintenance
Pepreciation '
Taxea Other Than Inc. Tax
Federal Tncome Taxes

State Income Taxes

Def Fed.Inc.Tax-Net

Def St.inc.Tex-Net
Investment Tax Credit-Net

Total Operating Expenses

Net Operating Income
AFUOC

Return on Rate Base

Rete Base (average test yemr)

Plant in Service

Const. Work in Progress
Plant Held for Future Use
Plant Acquis. Adjustment '
Plant Leased to Others
Muclear Fuel

Accum. Prov. for Deprec,

Net Plant
Working Capital
Investment 1n SF1
Deferred Fuel Costs
Defarred 1T7C Pre-1971
Acc. Def, Income Taxes
Customer Adv. for Const.
Customer Deposits
Def. Texaco Settlement
Unamort. Gain Build. Sale
Standard Coal Plant
peferred Waterford 3 Expn.

Total Rate Base

51 Percent Return on Rete Bage

3 of u

- - -— - Lo - - keviacD
04 -Nov-B6
(20) 21 22y (23} ~. | 24) 25) (26} (27 (28)
Special Standard  Storm Demages 'B7 Payroll . '87 Employee '87 Deferred '87 ST. Rosalie '87 Texaco 87 Nuclear
Study Coal Plant and 1 & D Increase Benefits Income Tax Abandorment settelment Oper Licen
o 0 0 ] 0 0 o 4] o
50 $0 $0 $0 50 $0 $0 0 $0
$2,0836,000 ($38,542,598) $3,377,105 $1,421,9M £33,561 £3,185,604 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 ,B49) 0 (v0,016)
6,517 117 1,823,861
1,123,969 (764,617}

1,408,925  (19,255,963) 1,677,746 706,400 61,900 1,059,244 1,582,609 0 558,998
€1,408,925) 19,255,963 (1,677,748) {706,400) T (61,900  (1,059,244) (1,582,609} 0 (558,998)
($1,408,925) $19,255,963 (31,677,746) ($706, 400) ($61,900) (1,059,244  (81,582,609) $0 ($558,998)

| [ ] | ' Wy
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
354,500 {4,B17,825) 422,138 177,738 4,231 0 0 123,377
(8,179,591) (529,622
55,191,245
40,683,853
$354,500  $27,686,437 $422,138 $177,738 $4,23% ($529,622) 30 $55,191,245 $123,377
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Loutsiane Power & Light Compaﬁf

L P S C Return on Hate Base 04-Nov-86
At December 31, 1985 .
() (2) (29) (30> (32) (35 (34) 3% (36) 3N
Line '87 W-3 Sub Tax Effect on Commis. Plan Adjusted Ine W/0 P-1 Total Total Incresse
No. Account Increase Total Int. Syncro. Phase in Adj. Data 12.75 Incl Phase:In
1 Operating Revenues
rd Retail Revenues - 1,435,557, 701 - 81,577,374 1,5%17,135,075 72,139,460 1,589,274,535 153,716,834
3 Unbi ([ led Revenues - 16,963,560 16,963,560 16,963,560 - Q
4 Resale revenues 0 0 0 0
5 Total Sales Reverue 0 1,452,521,261 0 81,577,374  1,534,098,635 72,139,460 1,606,238,095 153,716,834
6  Other Oper. Reverwes 17,914,943 17,914,943 17,914,943 ]
7 Off System Revenues 28,087,140 ‘ 28,089, 140 28,089, 140 0
8 Total Operating Reverues $0.%1,498,525,3%4 - $0 81,577,374 $1,580,102,718 872,139,440 $1,652,242,178  $153,716,8%
-~ e e T e he e ea e haew e e m e e e = e E e e m e e e e e e Rk ek e e b e e ek m A e adeenann

10 Operating Expenses:

51 Percent Return on Rate Base

REVISED

Operation and Maintenance - %$29,515,915 814,683,286 $68, 666,667 883,349,953 88%,349,953
12 Depreciation . B33 268 112,260,607 112,260,607 112,260,607
13 Taxes Other Than Inc. Tax 351,764 41,499,330 328,420 41,827,750 290 4264 42,118,174
~ 14  Federal Income Taxes (13,397,496) 9,351,244 (12,698,678) ' 5,744, T60 29,103,297 31,500,623 27,320,586 58,821,209
15  State Income Taxes {2,532,608) (733,226): 0 1,208,628 6,122,984 6,598,386 5,747,923 12,346,309
16 Def Fed.lnc.Tax-Net 404,856 138,472,895 (26,110,491) 115,071,371 115,071,371
17 paf St.lnc.Tax-Net 76,532 28,730,551 " (5,693,333) 23,237,218 23,237,218
}B Investment Tax Credit-Net . (1,066,629) (1,066,629) (1,066,629)
T T R T R TR
20 Total Operating Expenses 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
% T T T
g; Net Opersating Income (15,252,231 355,32?,286 9,989,711 (6,953,388) 6,9‘59,830 367,323,439 38,742,976 406,103,966
AFUDC 0
2{. ...................................................................................................................................
gz Return on Rate Base , ($15,252,231) 355,327,286 $9,989,711 ($6,953,388) 8,959,830 5367 (323,439 838,742 976 u%,ws,%s o
27 Rate Base (average test year)
28  Plent in Service 33,906,906 3,983 890,455 3,983,890,455 3,9038,890,455
29 - Conat. Work in Progiess 25,096,221 25,096,221 25,096,221
30 Plent Held for Future Uge 4,500,680 4,500,680 4,500,690
31 Plent Acquis. Adjustment 778,596 778,596 778,596
32 Plant Lessed to Others 5,015,127 5,015,127 5,015,127
33 Huclesr Fus| 21,779,801 21,779,801 2%,779,801
gg Accum. Prov. for Deprec. (414, 464) (578, 3?5 L357) (578,375,357 (578 375, 357)
36 Net Plant 33,492,442 3,462, 655 ,523 0 0 3,462,685,523 0. 3,64562,685,523
3T Morking Capitel 3 6B9 489 52,639,692 o 4] 52,639,692 52,439,692
38 Investment in SFI 5'2,5?'9,494 52,579,694 52,579,494
39 Deferred Fuel Costs (14,278, 200) (14,278,200} (14,278,200)
40 Deferred ITC Pre-1971 (2,867,833) (2, 867 833) (Z,867,833)
w~ 41 Acc. Def, Income Taxes {201,674)  (191,469,456) (83.43%,424)  (276,257,363) (276,257,363}
42 Customer Adv. for Const. (10,772, 419) (10,772,419) (10,772,461
43 Customer Deposits (26,441,403) (26,441,603) (26,641,403)
44 pef, Texaco Settliement (358,332,213 (358,332,213) (358,332,213)
45  Unoamort. Gain Build. Sale (9,897,941) (9,897,941) (9,897,941)
46 Standard Coal Plant 41,110,620 41,110,620 41,110,620
2; Deferred Waterford 3 Expn. 103,000,000 171,666,667 276,666,667 274,666,667
‘5.3 Total Rate Dage $36,940,317 $3,097,955,866 (31,354 433) SO $88,233,243 $3 184 834,624 $0 $3,184,834,624
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Column

Louisiana Power & Light Company
All Jurisdictions
Explanation of Adjustments in the
Pro Forma Return on Rate Base and Rate Base
At December 31, 1985

10

The rate base reflects the increase in CWIP and working capital.

Explanation

INVESTHENT IN SFI, Interest income recelved in the 12 months ended December 11, [985 and related
taxes on other income are reclassified for ratemaking purposes as operating revenues and operating

income taxes, respectively. Adjustment is also made to include the investment in SFI in the rate
base.

CUSTOMER DEPOSITS Interest on customer deposits is reclassifled as an operating expense and

customer depoaits is included as' a reduction of rate base. ‘ . ' '
COOPERATIVE TRANSHISSION CHAHGES.- The transmission charges to cooperatives are reclassified for
ratemaking purposes from a credit to purchased power expenses to operating revenues.

INCOME TAXES. This adjustment eliminates two out-of-period adjustments to Ilncome taxes, deferred
income taxes and lnvestment tax credit-net recorded in 1985 applicable to years prior to 1985.

TEXACO SETTLEMENT, The rate base is increased as a result of the anticipated decrease in 1986
of the average amount of Texaco Settlement funds deferred.

PAYROLL INCREASES. This adjustment gives effect to the annualization of an average increase of
4,46 1in wages and salaries, exclusive of Waterford 3, glven in April |985 uhich are to be
charged to operatlon and maintenance expenses,

EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, This adjustment reflects the changes affecting the Company's savings plan,
group life insurance and pension plan programs and FICA allocated to operation and maintenance
and taxes other than income taxes and related incowe taxee. In addition, thls adjustment adjusts
an inadvertant error in 1985 concerning the allocation of employee benefits related to payroll.

4

s
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Louisiana Power & Light Company
All Jurisdictions
Explanation of Adjustments in the
Pro Forma Heturn on Rate Base and Rate Base
"At December 1], 1985

Column Explanation

11 PROFERTY TAXES. The 10-year exemptions on Waterford Unit Nos. | and 2 ends 12/31/85,. This

adjustment glves effect to the estimated net increase in property taxes in 1986 attributable
to such units and other taxable property additions.

i2 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES. This column rellects the last of J years' amortization of the net
excess deferred income taxes attributable to liberalized depreciation from each of the vintage
year's composite federal and state income tax rates to the current composite federal and state
income tax rates. Also included 1s a reversal of a 1984 vintage year adjustment made 1in 1985.

1) ST. ROSALIE ABANDONMENT. 1In accordance with LPSC Order No. U-15684, this adjustment returns to

ratepayers over a J-year perlod the custs of the St. Rosalle abandoament prorated to the other
companies of the Middle South System.

14 RATE INCREASE. This column gives the effect of annualizing the additional revenue increase of
$285,429,000 granted 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 depreclation tvaken.
As for the rate hase, the balance cost of the unit 1s transférred from CHIP to Plant in Service,
accumulated depreclation reflects the annualization of the initfal year's depreciation expense and
accumulated deferred Lncome taxes are adjusted as above, A

16 DEFERRED WATERFORD 3 EXPENSES. The adjustment annualizes the deferred Waterford 3 expenses in
accordance with the LPSC Order No. U-16945.

17 CAPACITY CHARCES. This adjustment refllects the annualization of the changes in the demand costs
of White Bluff, reserve equalization and Grand Gulf 1.
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{olumn

Louislana Power & Llght Company
All Jurisdictions
Explanation of Adjustments in the
Pro Forma HReturn on Rate Base and Rate Base
At December 31, 1985

: Explanétlon

i

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

'REVENUE CHANGES. Revenue is reduced as a result of changes 1n rate scﬂedﬁies of certain industrial

customers.

PROPERTY CGAIN. The Company recorded in Other Income a gain of sale of certain property during the
year 1985, This adjustment reclassifies the gain as a reduction in 0&M.

SPECIAL STUDY. This adjustment reflects, for ratemaking purposes, the amortization of a special
study over a three-year period.

STARDARD COAlL PLANT. 1In 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 facllicties totalling approximately $44.4 million. For ratemaking purposes, the Company

i requesting recovery of this writedown over a 10-year period, and the unamortized balance be
included in the rate base.

STORM DAMAGES AND TNJURIES &:DAHAGES. This adjustment requests increases to recover the large

amounts charged to the reserves in recent years, $1.2 million for storm damage and $2.3 million for
public liability and property damage. o
s y
1987 ADJUSTMENT -~ PAYROLL INCREASES. This adjustment annualizes proformed 1986 payroll Increases
excluding Waterford 3 (Column 9) to refllect increases in 1987 through the rate effective 1L/20/87 at

the same weighted average increase as 1986. Such 1986 payrol)l increases were eftective to April 1987,

1987 ADJUSTMENT - EMPLOYEE BENEFITS. As in the case.of the 1987 Adjustment — Payroll Increases, this
adjustment reflects the effect of empluoyee benefit increases In the same manner,

1987 ADJUSTMENT - DEFERRED INCOME TAXES. This adjustment removes the "48-46" deferred income taxes shown
in Column 12 as it 1s the last year of the 3-year amortizatiom, 1984 - 1986.

1987 ADJUSTMENT - ST. KOSALIE ABANDONMENT. This adjustment reverses Column 13 as the J-year amortizatfon
began in 1984, for ratemuaking purposes, and ends in 1986. :
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Loulsiana Power & Light Company
All Jurisdictions
Explanation of Adjustments in the
Pro Forma Return on Rate Base and Rate Base
At December 31, 1985

vl umn Explanation

27 1987 ADJUSTMENT ~ TEXACO SETTLEMENT. In Februwary 987, the Company will refund $56.4 million

of the funds received from Texaco. This adjustment increases the rate base by the amount of
this refund,

28 1987 ADJUSTHENT —~ NUCLEAR POWER REACTOR FEE. The NRC has proposed a user fee of $1.01 million
per reactor for all utilities having nuclear generating units. This adjustment covers such
annual costs applicable to Waterford 3 and the Company's 14X share of Grand Gulf 1,

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 the 12 months ended 9/30/87.

3l 1987 NEW TAX LAW, This adjustment assumes that Congress wlll vote for a proposed change in the
federal statutory corporate incowe tax rate from 46X to 341 effective 7/1/87. No other provisions
to the proposed change have been assumed. In addition, this adjustment reverses the 1985 tax logs
carryforward from a deferred federal income tax item to a federal income tax item.

12 TAX EFFECT ON INTEREST SYNCHRONIZATION. Income taxes are increased by the tax effect of the
proforma Interest charges as compared to the interest charges per books for the year 1945,

13 PHASE-IN ADJUSTMENT. This adjustment reflects the phase-in to rates one-third of the Deferred
Waterford 3 Expenses, or $68.7 milliun, plus incremental carrying charges,

35 INCREASE TO EARN 12,751 AFTER PHASE-IN., This adjustment covers the remainder of the increase
requested in order for the Company to carn 12.75Z on 1ts rate base,
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Schedule (DJL-9}
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EXHIBIT
SCHEDULE (DJL-9)

- Louisiana Power & Light Company
* Calculation of Deferred Taxes Related to Deferred Costs

Line
No. Description Amount
| 1 Expense Deferﬁa1 $206,000
2 Deferred Taxes 94,760
3 Overall Return - 1275
4 Return Impact 12,082
5 Pre-tax Cost of Capital - .197
6 Revenue Reguirement Reduction
Grossed Up for Taxes $ 18,668
- 7 LPSC Expense Deferral $206,000
— 8 Deferred Tax Impact (18,668)
3 | 9 Adjusted Deferral $187,332
B
-
Sources:
H | Line 1; Table 1, line 11
o Line 2; Line 1 * .46
Line 3; Order U-16945
] Line 4; Line 3 * Tine 2
" Line 5; Table A, Tine 3
' Line 6;

Line 5 * Tine 2
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-
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MIECHARD C. STAMLEY
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CATHERINE N, OARVEY
KATHERINE CONKLIN
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CHARLES L. ETERN, JR.

KAY W EASAN®

A PROFERBIDRLL CON R RATD M

OFf COUMBEL
' DAVID A, MARCELLO

H
OuR FILE NUMBERN

H. A. Vondenstein, Esqg. 28,364
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-16245 Before
the Louisiana Public Service Commission

Dear Mr. Vondenstein:

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,
Michael R. Fontham

Of STONE, PIGMAN, WALTHER,
WITTMANN & HUTCHINSON

MRF:ku
Enc.

cc: All Counsel of Record
Louis 8. Quinn, Esg.
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e

RESPONSES OF THE LOUISIANA
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION STAFF
TO REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION

RE COMMISSION ORDER NO. U-16945

GENERAL STATEMENT

Request #1

Response #

Reguest #2

Response #

Reguest £3

Response #

Order No. U-16945 was issued by the Commission as
part of an expedited emergency consideration of

the rate reguest 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 regquest for infor-
mation, the Commission's consultants developed Table
A, attached. :

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.

1l 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 reguire-
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.

3 See Table A attached.
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Reguest £4

Response $£4

Regquest #5

Response £5

Reguest £6

Response $£6

Reguest #7

Response #7

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 reguire-
ment requested by LP&L down to the $190.7 mil-
lion revenue reguirement order by the LPSC

in Order Wo. U-16845.

Sze 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 LPsL's reguest for perma-
nent rate relief.

Inasmuch as the Company premised its reguest

on a 6/30/85 test year, Staff, consistent with
past practice, would request an updated test
vear reflecting the most up~-to~date information
relating to investment, operating and capital
costs. Accordingly, the information regquested
is not yet available and therefore cannot be
provided at this time. Staff expects to re-

" guest 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 reguest. The relevant terms are explained
in Order No. U-16945.
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b : - TABLE A

LIPSl REVENUE REQUIREMENT -~

INTERIM RATE ORDER

($000,000)
LINE
NO. - ___ITEM
- _(A) (3)
1. LPSC Revenue Requirement as Filed - Waterford 3
2. Depreciation on Addltlon41 st at pletion
: ($2.840 - §2,773 x .967 x 025—2m
- 3. Return on Additional Cost at Completion
($2.840 - §2.733 x .982%/x .967 x .19714
4, Total LPSC Eevenue Requirement at Full Cost to Complete
5. Total Cost to Complete Plant im Service 2,840
6. ~ Cost Absorbed by LP&L € 10X 284
7. LPSC Depreciation Absorption (284 x .967 x .025)
8. . LPSC Return Absorption (284 x .982 x .967 x .187)
g. lllowable LPsSC Waterford 3 Revenue Requirement
10, Current Revenue — Before Carrying Costs
11. Deferred Costs
12, Carrying Charge onrthe'Deferral (206 x .13 x .5)5/
co13. Total LPSC Current Revenue =~ Waterford 3 (L10 + 1L12)
:lk. Total LPSC Grand Gulf Ammual Revenue Requlrement
(370 x .14 x ,995)8/ 135
15, Grand Gulf Absorption (135 x .18)
16. Net Base Rate Increase (L13 - L15)
- 17. Additional Cost of Energy Buy=Back

(1,125,000 kw x .575 x 876 x .14 x .78)(5.046 ~ $.015)

. 1/ .967 is the LPSC retail allocation factor.

AMOTNT

(c)

2(

467

{7
(53
407
201
206

14

215

(24

191

2/ .982 is the ratio of rate base to Plaznt in Service, after taking account of the reserves

for depreciation and deferred taxzes.

3/ Estimated Waterford 3 depreciation Tate.

4] Pro=tar rnetr Af earitz2l consistent with filed rTate of

OPCPOD4-13-007478
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EXHIBIT

Schedule (DJL-10)
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EXHIBIT
SCHEDULE™ (DJL-70)

Louisiana Power & Light Company
Calculation of Imprudence Disallowance
Based on Two-Year Delay in Waterford 3

Estimated

Line Estimated Imprudence
No. Description Project Costs Disallowance
{a) {b] ' (c)

] Waterford 3 Project Cosf $3,300,000,000

2 One-Year Project Discounted Cost 3,005,738,228

3 Cost of First Year Delay $294,261,7;2
4 Second Year Project Discounted Cost  $2,737,715,847

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.De1ay $741,4}0,153

Source and Reference

Column (b) Tine 1: TB&A report, page VIII-8

Colurm (b) Tine 2: Column (b} 1ine 1 discounted by 9.79%

Column (b) Tine 4: CoTumn (b) 1ine 2 discounted by 9.79%

Column (c) Tine 3: Column (b) T1ine 1 Tess Column {b) Tine 2

Column {c) line 5: Column (b) 1ine 2 Tess CoTumn (b) Tine 4

Column (c) Tine 6: CoTumn {c) 1ine 3 plus Column (c)} Tine 5

Column (c) Tine 7: Annual Fuel Savings {Cafn Exhibit 1)
multiplied by 2

Column (c) Tine 8: Colurmm {c) Tine 6 plus Column {¢) Tine 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:

"My name is Daniel J. Lawton. I am of Tegal age and a resident 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 my knowledge and beiief, accurate,_. true and

correct,”

SUBSCRIBED and SWORN TO BEFORE ME by the said Daniel J. Lawton, this
Ninth day of December, 1986.

SHIRLEY BERRY ,ﬁéﬂy@ﬂujyf

Heiary Putic, State of Tenes ’ Notary - e
v Commission £xpires ey 12,1990 . .
‘ Travis County, Texas

Typed Name: Shirley Berry
My Commission expires: May 12, 1990
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