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determination of the benefit to be derived from operation of the
Sustuehanna facility is limited to a finding that the facility is
needed because the electricity it will yanerate, if licensed, will
enhance relianility of supply of electricity to Applicants'
Customers or because it will satisfy growth of electrical energy
~eyuirenents. The Staff's determination of benefit is not 1imited
to conclusions regarding reliapility or growtn in electrical energy
~aquirements as all{-ed in the contertion. The FES-OL concluded
that the benefit to be derived from operation of the Susquehanna
facility is the assurance of a low cost supply of electrical energy
tnrough minimization of production costs. More specifically,
substantial economic savings will be gained by substitution of the
electricity to be generated by the facility for electricity
generated by wore exoensive generating units available to

Applicants. FES-OL, §§ 7.3 and 7.3.2.

Contention 4 also alleges that conservation and solar energy should

be considered as alternatives to operation of the Susquenanna
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fecility, The FES-OL concludes that the only reasonable
alternative to the proposed action of granting an operating license
for the Susquehanna facility availat'e for consideration at the
operating license stage is denying the license for operation of the
facility ard thereby not permitting the constructed nuclear
facility to be added to the applicant's generating system.

FES-OL, § 7.4, Alternatives such as construction at alternative
sites, extensive station modification, or construction of
facilities utilizing different energy sources would each

~equire additional construction activity with it- accompanying
economic and environmental costs, whereas operation of the

already constructed plant would rot create these costs.
Furthermore, even if increased conservation savings and

additional solar applications could be achieved without additional

construction costs, it would still be unreasonable to deny an
operating license for the Susquehanna facility because any
resultant reduction in demand would not displace the need for the
facility as a substitute for less economical generating units. I

will demonstrate tnis last point on pages four through seven of my

testimony.
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Given this factual backgruund, it is not readily conceivable that
an dllegyed reduction in the need for power to supply growth in
electrical energy requi-ements or new developments concerning
alternative enerys sources, in and of themselves, could result in
the ceniai of an operating license because such a resu't would be
unreasonable. This result would be reasonable only if there had
been some significant change in (or newly discovered) information
concerning the public healtii and safety or environmental impacts
associated with operation of the FES. No such concerns nave been
revealed with regard to cperation of the Susquehanna fa.ility.
FES-0L, § 7.4.

As stated in the FES-OL, the benefit to be derived from cperation
of the Susquenanna facility s substitutisn of the elec‘’.ricity to
De generated by it for electricity generated by less economical
generating units available to Applicants. [ can demonstrate that
operation of the Susquehanna facility will result in a net benefit
even under the conditions alleged by Intervenors in C~ntention 4.
[ nave therefore assumed that Applicants' system has excess capacity,

Tow energy growth, increased conservation savings, and additional
solar applications as alleged in Contention 4.
An examination of the capacity currently (1981) available to PP&L

and the PJM interchange shows that only about 2 percent and 23
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percent of tneir respective capacities can yenerate electricity at
an equivalent or lower cost to the Susquehanna facility.l/ This
capacity represents nydro and other nuclear units on these
systems. The remaining 98 percent of PP&L's capacity burns either
coal (o4 percent) or 01l (34 percent), whilc the remair’ng 77
percent nf PJi's capacity is dependent on either coal, o0il, or
combustion turbines (oil ang gas) in the following proportions:

34 percent, 20 percent, and 17 percent.g/ This strong

dependence on fgssil fuels shows that if Susquehanna were not
operating, replacement enc: )y would have to be forthcoming from
more expensive fossil fuels.

Tre exact source of replacement energy is not something one can
readily predict. Logically, the utility will rely ;pon the least
expensive alternative available, For the purpose of this
assessment, [ have assuimed that all replacement energy will be
made-up Dy capacity already on tne P.M system. Further, to
accommodate the contentic='s allegations of low demand and excess

capacity, ! have assumed that PJM wiil nave underutilized coal

U.S. nuclear Regulatory Commission, Final Environmental Statament
related to the Uperation of Susguenhanna Steam Electric Station,
Units 1 and 2, NUREG-0504, Tables 7.5 and 7.5, June 198l.

Ibig.
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occur over a period of approximately 30 years, cor esponding to the
estimate. useful life of the Susquehanna facility. These savings would
be expected tc increase in subsequent years because even if equivalent
escalation were assumed for coal and nuclear fuel, the escalation is being
applied tc a larjer base value in the case of c2al relative to nuclear.
A similar analysis was recently prepared by the U.S. Department of
Energy's Uivision of Power Supply and Re]iabiligy.Z/ its estimated
replacement fuel cost for Susquehanna Unit 1 in 1982 is $13.3

million per month (3162 miliion on an annual basis) and reflects

equal portions of replacement energy coming from o0il and coal. The
UUE results are based on an indeperdent analysis prepared by that
office. My analysis assumes unusually low energy demand on the PJM
interchange such that the marginal cost energy source is shifted

from an oil/coal mix to a total reliance on coal. In either case,
signifi.ant benefits are to be derived by having the units

available for operation.

cstimates of the Costs of Delaying Uperating Licenses for Muclear
Plants, Uivision of Power Supply and Reiiability, U.S. Department
of Energy, May 15, 198l.....Included in HRC's Monthly Report to Congyress.
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