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» ffirelated equipment, which»together fonstltuteethe<Nuclear Steam Supply System
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The record shows that Ehls level of expendltumPS'ls expecte& tn

:';Lcontlnue for several years and as a result, the level of'expenses claimed by

 PP&L 1s approprlate for use in thls proceedlng.f;_{k

S5 Recreatlonal Fa0111t1es Expense
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i 7f_fmx. Welnsteln(applled the methodology employed 1n;the aat‘al decomm1ssmon1ng

 10£ the Elki'lver and BONUS plants.: This method predfqts he eost of U[~t l

'f’il fdecomm1ss1on1ng at $144 2 mi11i0n (PP&L St. 16, p. 5)

Trlal‘Staff takes 1SSue w1th the company s computatlon of’total -

: T“;?decomm1351on1ng ‘costs and W1th use of the accrual methodology 1n.lleu of an 5

g;ity'wh ch reflects the accumulatlcn of lnterest on escrow de9031ts'

Trlal Staff‘:'tness Bachul developed a decomm1551on1ng costf:;

'?f;of $54 OOO OOO;for removal}of Unit l plant.; PP&L‘S cast of removalf“s est1~'

'mated by Tr:Lal Staff ;LS $48 600 ooo ($54 000 ooo % .90) (:r s” St. No* ;; ; p. 7)_,

PP&Ljp01nts Out tWO dlfferences between Mr. Pachul»s~study and 1ts

:j*own, The flrst 1s hls adgustment of the PNL Study‘frcm 1978 dolla’s{to 1983

A'ff;dollars.~ MI. Pachul applled»the general GNP Price Deflat‘_ ;1le Mr.vWelnsteln

",f:based h1s estlmatern actua1’1983 prices where avallable‘ Mr. WELnsteln argued-j.l

7 ~;::that Mr..Pachulfs approach 1s WLthout merlt (PP&L St ero, pp,'2«3):{if{f;

& Thls is a fundamentally flaWEd approach as it is
"based\OnAthe unsupportable assumption that the: specxflc
: ;COStS of decomm1531oning a nuclear power plant have '
,'31ncreased only at the general rate of inflation since
*f[11978. This is simply not the case. In fact, in the
- dntroductory paragraph to Appendlx M of the PNL Study
~ the reader is cautioned that 'to ensure the applica~ ,‘f~
- bility of the estimate to: any spesific 51tuatlon, ‘the
. data [unltiéOSt data] should be carefully examined and
,Uf;adgusted a ;ecessary. “As set forth in my direct
vi';testxmony, in several: 1mportant areas actual price
. information demonstrates that significant components
.. of the cost of decomm1351on1ng a nuclear-power plant, =
e ges the purial of ‘radioactive Waste, transportatlon,;‘,f*
Cotofs radloactlve,waste, electric energy and nuclear
‘ {jlnsurance, have 1ncreased at a rate,much hlgher than







adjustment

comnission expense,




. We agree. The company has falled to
a e; that the 25 percent is anyth"ng but‘”
















proposal would increase :

the magni

























opriety of recove
asonableness ofany
“zate case which







“proposes ‘td_:re‘éqver “the a oun

on a KWH basis







ay be llterally
corporates the

es or hould ex1st; (Empha31s‘addedf













o »1t‘e tabllshes a procedurekwhlchAadd'”:‘
fboth an early‘and late contlngency and permi

the establlshlngiof rates, the costs .associ ted
th'Susquehanna Unit 1 on a date ,hlch helps insure




s no reason to

ection of these items.

ive notice of th

eferréﬁ costs whé;ﬁﬂkthe“




| proposed non-energy

utobasera’ces y the $186 i1l

o ifiedvoﬁfAﬁrii l;;l985-Whéﬁ‘th company







and icurre




o ~average jncy.,

Dk




‘size and













In ué’; f;ewf c";ases.tthe' Uniform Sys

1 of costs which permits as

s he r'eiétié;hs';hip‘ of the ,avaa;agie",kof,~

to system peak to the average of such monthly sy:




. LP-6 customers woul




cost occurrence{ L
vsenthal examlned P







by the ‘Commission. This rate class applie




-3 cuStdmérs;’ Thié amoﬁnt'is

céstﬂexpreSSEdfon‘

& Per unit o
Sp




ribution system cost

ial overstatement of re

- area _andv'v that PP&ﬁ' s cus‘t’o:mé:




glbﬁik p§wét supp -

choice of this method

is allocated among custome
or energy) measure.
> meet variations in lo

tributed among the cu

e of the peak and

h,éfffhé fac ;rs




) iné@ffe@k,
: { wnéceséari ‘t' 'atéd;,aﬁ&‘fﬁéy7shoﬁld§be;alii

is consistent with t

A Which he S

ransmisgion planning activities.

‘diversity of its own. sys

o maintain if

ﬁion}of'ﬁépaéiﬁy*o




L Setdndly, PP& '
. is ,-in'née’d;of fu £ e ",é ‘fiaryl}éu ‘drtﬂ._l ;T'hrirdk;y

d proportion of s double counts the

' lild be satisfied by he




"shyokst the ,ef ects

allocations at pres




¢ 1D 99, Mr. Oliver recommended tha

> ‘a new analysis of overhead d

B ',"uéépar_atio‘n' of thes costs
. mental and not based on any study or analysi

e demand-related component of




c;arry* V the ‘maj OTity of he Q£e~sp¢_ﬁ5ibl

Ivices cogt,













Qc&ufsi écéuée«the‘c
o include four
ollect its customer :

'Gs.éﬁ L?‘fate é¢Hedﬁ -

residential customer

ock rates for theRS rate schedule shoul

nérgyfchépgé;fdf 311>ﬁs

¢ per ;léilbwatt]hoﬁr (Sch,







thly peak by

met peak by 25%. S




d and permits ¢

-peaking shape of the




p,i?..ové; 1 "Qa'd’ " factor

block of the enmergy

2 high level o

e rate also subjects

ag: ée,d;wit‘hl the ener

on LP-6 1s 481 (

the tail step of the ener




""‘»“'hbwev‘el\:;,';! that" that retur

allocation methodology utilized




ion of bulk poWersupply . f‘a'c‘.

. éllpc t::.on ‘met »a'o:L v




PP&L alloca

”w:.th'Séc:‘FiOh 15 of PURPA. “‘;‘(]Zhé;t‘"s,eé'tigﬁ'rjijr‘e‘qu:ir‘e'sf




d Mr. Baldwin's thir

3 1if, forexampl :
~ lower ‘imp_‘é‘cit of sy em generating

; "eciﬁallY' fot :Lts cont 1but:1.on to.o

, the recognition of seas

 system generating ty by watering down its on

- that :mcludes :
2 relatively h

S loa& ‘has “’fexéc;

amP‘fl;?‘?, he

ry, PPSL's 'ﬁ@eékﬁon h,







‘component of deman

em c iﬁéldent peak.. S:an

*’tatédithat tbé é ass xte

ocedure are at best s







ess method of alloc

ed that although




L10; Vi,, page4)~ Hereached th:l.s

standazd application of th







ts vbvé ai]'_'ocat":’e,'d‘ to cus omé;

1 aidémandfs' oceurring at the tim




~ broad ave

~‘those who -

n have been allocated to the cusi

. to the monthly coincide

egis Statement N

that PP&Lfé;proposed feve

s result, he says, recognizes

f?fléétiQE'of'cims4







rés:pye,ct,‘;'t‘é' Lts

st of ite distributio




- somehow.




_ of fact, to the ex

V":"af_‘ryinuaif'systéiﬁ"‘"'eak; ‘that cu tbmer is elpingftqiavqid‘, 1o

tted by £hé‘c0m§any;_énd as

played only a

:”i£§j0n§péék  iﬁtef‘déﬁaﬁd by 1c

’il'ﬁfi(Tf¥31858;62

‘L‘fifb:,alibcati

”Léystém and3t'







3 'b‘e.”r’ 3 \‘c}f fpol;és ‘and t

: 1.‘(} R sl
. service locat







1d characte.fize' ‘that as a Rate De’péxtme
' re ommendatlon accepted by management. :













‘P&Lféfproposai Fop

y the pattern o
its customers.
" notes that PPAL witness Baldwin agreed ]

e request reflects the

 argues
 energy block.
i capital co;

n unwarranted reduction in energy us




f°°ecént'dgclinefo

posed rates wi




 related cost

millspe Kilowatt.

- words, und

 more than t







~hours' use (3 In his opinion,

 blocking for Fate LP-6, At a minimm, there should be an energy charg







-

ted on this record. It is ba

investment, reflectin







. ;3:’;  "

*r,7 491 MW

945 WS x $z 276 542 = $287 189
o 7 491 MWS

i "Productlon Plant = P‘A‘ .
: Plant in‘ Serv:.ce
fDeprec1at10niReserve ;_U’5ff;!f;*k

iNet Productlon Plant

~1ff>7 491<MWS f

?EN‘NSYLVAMA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
- ADJUSTMENT FOR EXCESS CAPACITY - -
FUTU'RE TEST YEAR ENDING JULY 31, 198
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