oD B DISNEY e hEN S AL TR STERLING 6. MENEES .

dAson, 3vsmpmo ke
Rf(: t_. BRossMAN

FoMURRAY. BRYAN -
- RICHARD W, STEVEN : A
!‘w;LLnAMA CHESNUET ! <. -7 MIGHAEL 6. JARMAN e L e B e o e
.'STEPHEN 4, MCORE ; e e e ,clr.azm' Numcx :
70 B ~January 14,1986 . " SAMUEL A; SCHRECKENGAU
ki 3 ot EFFERSON G/ BARNBART

28 OﬁRecord(W/encl -




 CERTIFICATE OF SERVI

Asst C’ouﬁsel
‘uty Counsel







DR

i T




and Associates




| Kennedy and Associates



of generatlon expansion alternatives

7 KennedyandAauociatea S







. L vill show tho slant s now sxcens cap

enefit consumers over the long run.

o Togical ervers du Dr. Hi

oper regulatory

| fewaady And Awsocistes







"nd rate tmcture The Company would p OPOS f 1

Kennedy ‘and As sociates e




Kcn“edy and Aa sociates



Kennedy snd Associat es




o Randall J, : . Faik@nbe

 the ECR adiustment cases. These costs do not

merick over the next six

irst year Tevenue requireme

Kennedy and Associates




- Kcnn edy and A --oci ate-




that amount, No disguised attrition allowance is built into PECO

hus management will have to continuously stri

gous to the averaging process suggested here, exce

is imputed to the deferred costs. Given the shorte




_k“'ratebase Currently. PECO AFUDC rata is abou 9.7,

o Kennedy and A..ociaten L




nasdy and Associates




n',ﬁDocketf‘, ,;o 1-840381.( I do not behev .

| Kennedy and Associates






highest urmg 1ts firs years ;o § ‘operatxon Thus consumers‘ ha

_elized ._through time, e

| Kennedy and Associates






o some of the other advantagos of the sinking furd

_ Kennedy and Associates



« gljeydy""4,6:‘1'\‘&::,,‘;‘Aksyf'sbci§‘£,¢q"]: S




Randall J.

plant was excess capacxty.i No equlty re ;

: Kcnnedyand ‘Associates




:Kéftihéc“ly'fan,&i A--ociates Lonn e

B T P RIS s IR e




filed‘ requast.‘ In the PP&L case, Kennedy an’

Kennedy and Associates



and Associates






jde ,;Fthe uti 1ty that was gomg to exPIam lxts 90%
Aregulators All it has to do\ 1s take ot




'ﬁ'ijanda]l J’ Falk

 Kennedy and Associates







: :dlscount rate ffor' 'their economc studles By uamg the 14.3' g

_ Kennedy and Associates



: ‘:“Ronnndv’und Aasoci teﬂ






&M expenses ofsaamxlhondo ers

th af:*buréeﬁ@ _; iével's slowing down to 3% in “the futu

 Kennedy and Associates




g Ke.hfni‘e“d_y“‘a , Q'\s'éociateé;




l(ie/,n,tt{e‘d,y»",yyq'i\',(!hAts;jéqc:‘}i‘.kgt;é:f :;; : a




he utilities investment
is vxftﬁélly impossihle for consumers

lons to the ,i-;'):rof;ifs of the ) utlhty company

Atimately are rewarded only by |

and variable 0&M expenses. Based on this

‘Kennedy and Associates






Kennedy ‘and Associates




. Rennedy and Associates e










ECO'LOAD: FORECASTS FROM 1972 TO 1985

Yo conten that Limenck Umt 1 u not needed vfor reliable emc

'_-',wggld no:t: needed when completed Thxs supports nw conclusxon that": ‘

 Kennedy and Associates



: tmg tool It 18“often 3uggested~ the

Kennedy and Associates




o ;K’Q'.;\n‘,e,,d‘ym ,'a'n‘d‘. Assoc :la t_e"a: i




j.,,aqi;_ual“ ffdffébééts‘ EVery year from 1972 to 1977 ,ECO's 0

. Kennedy and Associates




' Kennedy and Associates




han PECOvs forecasts dld at the txme The"data from these forecasts

© kannedly wed Nesocistms i



) ecasts was avmdable Thls

;T.‘hl(e,i\‘l{edy‘ : andlwcoc i‘l“t’:eﬂi i v




_PECO'S EARLY LIMERICK COST ESTIMATES

- Your economic studa« mdxcate‘ that Lmenck coats ;too much to be a‘ cost.

o xennedy ‘and A!aoclatea S T




hls'cnncluswn on stahstlcal datm : Fu-st of all"th phenome on

' Kennedyandhasociatec L



. Kennedy and Associates




{: A key factor 1s the delay causéd by ,fhe re
ipe of regulatory bod' s"f»if.’, g Coar

. as was the case;thls year, the tangle of delay ig
15t to‘,, much. “In July, we ¢ ancelled plans to build a second
‘ lant at Crystal Rx‘ .:0ur flrst nuclear ni
! operatlon by ‘April 1972, Th

plant is now ‘delayed to late 1974 over 2 1/2'~'years be ind
scheduly e ‘

~ Kennedy and Associates




ts entering service

;xéﬁnédy;hﬁﬂfAutqctgtéq ﬂ1f . o




 Kennedy and Associates .




he”model would _ave ,pre‘ ct__ a ﬁnal mstalled m)s‘ of 3245 : KW'fo the.

T 1978 PECO was predlctmg leeﬂck WOuld cost SISOB/KW

 your interpretation of this result? -

The forecast of the regression model is based on the assumption that past

 Kennedy and Associates .



Eh Kennedy and ‘,A‘s‘ndc’:’ ates




: ! ’,cost of producmg energy fmm nuclear fuel is mow :gf - "JV"&', LT
:lower, the outlook is changing rapidly. The cost of constmctmg
‘nuclear generating plants is increasing faster than the cost of :

’:‘sfossil fueled plants An. extensnon of thls trend in relatxve

. : € _imprac mal

'Kennedy and Associates
















G Faikcnbere Exhlblt 2 e
loditied and,Corr!:ted Phn” -ln u:tb 50! Cunnnn P!:nt‘

",‘FélkenbEra Exnl

ed andlturreéfed Fhase—ln w:th SB%'Cuqunn*Piant




L EALreR e

IMPACT OF SSES-2 ORDER ON LIMERICK UNIT

' RATE REQUEST (§ milliom

Rate Base with 100Z Common Plant -

ase with SOZComnPlant :







AIEUG-2-65 Is 1t correct to 1nfer from the testlmo ;
.. on page 56 of PECo Statement No. 15 that
. PECo .would consider it prudent :to buy f
-~ the Limerick Unit No. 1 nuclear plant‘fr m
- an outside party 1nﬁthe hypothet1 a
s that someone els”’h‘d uilt it? '

IR PAIEUGé246, },As‘dlscussed at length at pages 16 o 55 -
G “~,;PECo Statement‘No,.f,~ Ds g 1 o

-f!ffromthe concluszon on pag 56 that ' lmerlck
. Unit No. 1 is a cost effective addition to -
- ‘the PECO. system: that the acqulsltlen of theﬁ

”tﬁhypothetlcal plant with like characte]“; cs

. would be prudent if. leerlck Unit No

not already available to- PECo. Wh
. cannot speak dlrectly for it X . Hieronymu
- Presumes that this same conclusion would be

‘“ [,reached by PECo managemen

i 0. Hisronymus







Coditents .













: term:.nat:.on of the Cost of Debtb
“Used fo Internal Et:onom:.c Evaluatn.ons

&.,‘

‘Average ‘iiel.ds on Public Utﬂity‘ Bo ds
i July 198h Chwugh Decembet 198&




PALNCIDELE LANLDLIL













AR W e




$152.68«
$161.84
o 8171.54

Yo 8181.84
- S192.75

- $257.95
$273.43

ii$289V85f77 ﬁ7*“

- °$325.68

(ﬁ$365!94

,'J;“5$387l§0,
'“'53_8411 18*

82, 752‘33,:
$2,943.48

- $3,572.35
£ ,;3}3;"6'74;:6’3:‘ e
o $5,214.07
. $4,471.32
$4,587.13
. 86,325.73 "
. $5,545.68




kenberg Exhibu’ta b




lamemm sdumt 9b

Reqrnnon R:sults o
For [Equation of the Fors
; SO =QA+ BlYear :
. (Hillion of 1963 §

























ALKENBERG EXHIBIT 12F
1977 FORECAST

LINERR REG
FORECAST -




BLKENBERG EXHIBIT 126
1978 FORECAST




g
ERENCE













ALENBERG EXHIBIT 12-
1963 FORECAST




opECo
L FORECAS’«'

HlSTORIC










OVERRUN IN NUCLEAR PLANT
OST ESTIMATES 1969-1989

TTTTTITTT

X Over Initil astimate x 1¢

ower Plantsvﬂ










Dinecr (2is)9eats




.;'Grantlng, In Part, And Denymg, In Part‘; :
tion, Docket’ No.., R—7906Q865, PP, 5"
















‘CERT IFICA'I’E OE‘ SERVICE










v1dence{Prev1ously Con51dere
 The Comm1551on Should Not Be
dmi ted In Thls“Proceedlng- i

ntlflcatlon Of-The Costsi
lay Should Not Allow The_m
1y To Relitigate The ‘
onableness Of Its Declslonsg

ny Questlon Abo t‘What Cause

ATE OF SERVICE




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

's Motion in Limine holding that th

's prior conclusions concerning Phi










e‘company's conduct should be judged ~TJg5;_
sking whether the conduct was reasonable .
: the tlme, under: all ‘the. clrcumstances,,? o
fconSLderlng that the company had to solve i

P
-rellance on hmnd51ght In effect, our’ v*"_;
_responsibility is to determlne how reasonable i
people would have performed the tasks that =
;confronted the company., Case 27123 Con—




56 »a. PUC 53 59.; The ’Sta%f submits th




t, the Commission

nd found them una

; ac{:er : should not i :




3 that'to adopt any proposed ;
djustments calculations presentedj
‘ this time, would be: 1nap—s
' The record presented is.

:s-f delay., Nor 1s the lssueir P
' 31on.,a nly ; ‘ ax

to ratepayers. We are of the,oplnlon S
1gdo so at thls»tlme 1s 1nappropr1ate.gfy_rv“

of - t ,t4a_Consequently, we. ca‘
; ”;adjustment to any claim. Furthe o
should PECOUsell all or part of the lekrlck




‘statements are made Wthh a};ﬂ
‘the above quo{:atn.on,
' termlnatlon had bee_‘ made, the sz.'gna.fz.c_




Any;Questl_anbout What Caused Delays‘“
In The Limerick Constructlon,Schedule
;Has'Been.Closed By This Commission's

Finding That PECO Management Made. Im—T'~~
]prudent Decmslons 1n 1976 and 1978






















CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE







SBILL & BRENNAN,

: 1666 STREET,‘ :N W




."'{‘MOTIONSETO COMPEL‘ RESPONSES TO FIRST SET OF‘
INTERROGATORIES OF OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL CORPORATIO

Honorable Joseph Matuschak e
“Presiding ‘Admin stratlve Law Judge




anuary 7, 1986.’ PECO has not flled objectlon




_which PECO has provided no response is attached hereto a

, (Jan.., 6 Hearlbn i







“PECO's fesponsa t6 Docidental Heque

fjo‘,_ljlqws; o0

‘The studles leadlng PECO to conclude thatL&cuﬁ
an 25% capacity reserve margln ig proper
. were performed by the Pennsylvanla-New
~Jersey-Maryland Interconnection (BOM). =
'The associated reports are proprletary~toﬁf*~*”
PIM and, therefore, ‘cannot be release -
PECO or any other member of PJM“

!The 25% reserve margln was adopted'by
uPECO ln 1979.i¢,;.r S ,

A reserve target of 20% was adoptedfby .
- PECO in 1969 and was retained until 1979.1‘;;Lﬂv?
“The studies used to develop this target -

were. performed by PJM. The a55001ated ,\;;¢¢;_gg
reports are proprletary to PJM and cannotfw R
be released by PECO or. any ot'hr member ,{n>

Asblndlcated by PECO s response to Interrogatory_

vems to have malntalned.a reserve margln target of




present expert testlmony contend:.ng that the rate _for back-













ATTACHMENT Ak

'fanTA REQUESTS 70 WATCH
—~——w———§QEE§§§L§CQ‘,';_.“

, 781nce January,k1983 to dat
'provmde the information required 1n FERC
1Steam—Electrlc llnes 1- 44 for allf

Please prov1de a copy of*PECO's responses
aata requests tendered bﬂjother ar

33 (PURPA) fllﬁ g’WIth‘the FERC.'l .

Please prov1de a breakdown of PECO's monthly peak

reserve marging for the last five years, both

including and excluding scheduled maintenance and _;
‘_unscheduledfmalntenance, respectively. Provide all

‘backup ‘papers. explaining 1) how the peak demand wasv?,

measured in. each instance, 2) any extraordlnary
occurrences in the- system: that may have affected
jreserve requlrements in a partlcular month. Also
indicate what off-system purchases and sales, if
,any, where made at the tlme of monthly peak.,vwf

'energy costs (1n cents per'KWH)'for the>rateky, r?
Pleas ‘;rdentlfy the varlable O&M 1ncluded in thatr:

b‘orveach;'oethﬁof the perlod January, 1983't01,ate,“‘
please list all of PECO's suppliers ofjpo”er,?
energy or energy and capacxty) oth“" ~




otentlal supp
th whom dlscussmns‘kha







lease dellneat “and detall the cr;terla‘used to
determine the normal rating and emergency ratlngsv,,
or the major elements of the PECO transmission and

‘c er.,Cary Rush's dlrect pre—flled
he states at Llne 24 that the amount‘®f~







: fﬁ COUNSELORSAILAW
ONELOGAMSQUARE

ts)sea 5ooq' L
koanssock T

'Phlladelphla Electrlc-Cémpany,?v :°f"'
lNo-’~R-850152 e e

Electrlc Ccméany (the “CbmpanY“) re1atin§ té the Company's ProdCoSt‘

model. These documents will be reviewed at the Company's offices
_t[2301,Market Street, Phlladelphla at a time and date to be. mntually
agreed. Because these documents contalk ”raprzetary and confidential
,jznformatlon it is. necessary, as a condlt‘en to review the above

- described ;nformatlon, that Occxdental s;gn a COnfldentla ‘ty‘
Agreemen N o ol i . 5
T ,cordlngly, by thlS 1etter agreement, Oc01dental and
its .consul ants agree that any information obtalne from its

_ review of the above-descrlbed documents will be kept. confldentlal

1 - will be used solely in connection with the;leerlck,l rate

' ceed1ng, and will not be disclosed to ‘any persons not dlrectly
- involved in Occidental's partmclpatlon in the Limerick 1 proceedi
Occidental and its consultants further agree to explo ;ua11~[r

easonable alternatives to placzng any confidential r proprietar
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