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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )

PENNSYLVANIA POWER AND LIGHT CO. Docket Nos. 50-387
ALLEGHE9" ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. 50-388

(Susquehanna Steam Electric Station. )
Units 1 and 2) )

TESTIMONY OF RAGHAW PRASAD REGARDING THE
MONETARY COSTS OF DEC04MISSIONING

(Contention 9)

Q1. Please identify yourself, state by whom you are snployed and

describe the work you perfcrm for the NRC.

A1. My name is Raghaw Prasad. I am employed by ;.rgonne National

Laboratory at Argonne, Illinois as an Economist with the
f

Environnental Impact Studies Division. Hy responsibilities include

financial evaluation, cost-benefit analysis and analyses of the

demand for and supply of dif ferent energy sources. I nave

participated in the preparation of several environmental impact

statenents, including that for the Susquehanna facility, for the

NRC. A copy of my statement of professional qualifications is
i

attach ed.

Q2. What is the purpose of your testimony?

A2. The purpose of my testimony is to respond in part to Contention 9
|

which states:
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The Applicants have underestimated both the health costs and
the monetary costs of deconaissioning the Susquehanna
facility. The monetary cost estimates are derived from an
industry-sponscred study which is obviuc-ly biased, with cost
esthhates far below what the actual cost of decommissioning
will be. Such cost will at least be equal to the cost of
construction. Further, the statement by the Applicants that
it is " generally agreed" that the decommissioning of a large
nuc'icar power facility poses no new occupational or
environmental hazards is erroneous. There are serious
radiation hazards, particularly for workers. As a result:

a. these costs, when added to other monetary and health
costs of the facility and the nuclehr fuel cycle, tilt
the cost-benefit balance against authorizing operation of
the facility;

b. the Applicants are not financially qualified to assume
the monetary costs of decommissioning. ,

Specifically, I will address that portion of the contention that

alleges that the monetary costs of decommissioning the Susquehanna

facility will be at least equal to the costs of its construction.

I will also address part (a) of the contention, in part.

Q3. Do you agree or disagree that the monetary costs of decommiss . Hig

tne Susquehanna facility will be at least equal to the cost of its

construction?

A3. I disagree.

Q4. Would you describe the technical basis for your. disagreement?

A4. Yes. In NUREG-0586, " Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement

on Decommissioning of Huclear Facilities," dated January 1981, the

Nuclear Regulatory Commission evaluated three methods which can and
,

have been used to decommission reactors. In NUREG/CR-0672,

" Technology, Safety and Costs of Decommissioning a Reference

Boiling Water Reactor Power Station," dated June 1980, Pacific
i
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liorthwest Laboratory (PNL), under contract to the NRC, evaluat2d the

costs of decommissioning a BWR similar in size to the Susquehanna

units. The highest of the estimates of the monetary costs of

decommissioning a BWR ur.it similar in size to the Susquehanna units

in these two documents was made by PnL. Dismantlement costs per unit,

including such costs as those for staff labor, energy, special tools

dnd equipment dnd disposal of radioactive FEterials, totaled $43.6

million (1978 dollars). Other costs, such as those for spent fuel

shipments, facility demolition and site restoration, totaled $23.1

(1978dollarsl. The PHL estimate of total monetary costs of decom-

missioning per unit totaled !66.7 million (1978 dollars). Using the

PNL estiaate the Staff estimated that the per urit monetary costs of

decommissionin6 the Susquehanna facility would be $78.5 million (1980

dollars). (See Table 9.1 of the FES, NUREG-0564). Therefore, based

on the Staff's estimate of the monetary cost of decommissioning, the

cost of a* commissioning the two units would be approximately $157

million (1930 dollars). Tne Applicants, based on a study by the S. M.

Stoller Corporation, have estimated that it will cost 5185 million

(1980 dollars) to immediately dismantle the Susquehanna facility upon

its planned retirement from service in the year 2014. (See the SER,

liUREG-0776, page 20-2). Thus, even the highest of the estimates of

the cost of decommissioning the facility is only a small fraction of

cost of its construction.

45. iiow would the inclusion of these monetary costs of decommissioning

affect the cost-benefit balance?
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A5. The Staff's cost-benefit analysis involves a weighing of the

benefits of operation of SSES Units 1 and 2 against environmental

impacts (including production costs). One of the benefits to ba
,

derived from operation of the Susquehanna facility is the

minimization of Applicants' cost of producirg electricity. Table

7.1 of the FES, NUREG-0564, shows the projected source and share of

supply of electricity Applicants have indicated they would use if

.
SSES Units 1 and 2 were not completed and operated. (The Staff's

analysis assumes that the quantity of electricity denanded is
;

unaffected by whether that electricity is generated by ai

coal-fired, oil-fired, or nuclear power plant). Accoro ng to " Energy

Review", Vol. 5, No. 2, Spring 1981, in 1980, the fuel cost for generating
i

electricity fram an oil-fired unit was 43.1 mills /kWh. (This

figure is higher than that shown in Table 7.1 of the FES because

that projection was made in 1978 and does not reflect price

increases due to events in the Mideast during 1979.) Thus, using

the current cost of electricity generated in oil-fired power

plants, electricity generated by the Susquehanna facility (assuming

the two units operate at a 60% capacity factor) will cost $224

million per year less than that generated by other sources,

including oil-fired power plants. The highest estimate of the

total monetary cost of decommissioning is less than only one year

of savings experienced by operation of Susquehanna facility. Since

the plant is expected to operate for about thirty years, the staff
.

concludes that the monetary cost of decommissioning does not tilt

the cost-benefit balance against authorizing operation of the plant.
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PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS.

Raghaw Prasad.

Argonne National L:4 oratory

I ar.: an Economist with the Environmental Impact Studies Division of the
Argonne National Laboratory at Argonm Illinois. My responsibilities consist
of financial evaluation, cost-benefit analysis, analyzing the demand and supply
of different energy resources, and transport network analysis, as part of thc
preparation of environmental impact statements. I joined the Division in May,
1979, and since have participated in the preparation of about half a dozen
s ta tements.

I have a Bachelor of Science degree (1961) in Electrical Engineering from
Ranchi University, India, a Master of Business Administration (egree (1973), a
Master of Arts (1977) in Economics, and a Ph.D. Candidacy in Economics from
Temple university, Philadelphia. My dissertation topic is " Evaluation of Time-
of-day and Lifeline Rate Structures and Estimation of Electricity Demand". I
have completed all recuirements of a Ph.D. degree.

From 1961 to 1970, I worked as an operations research analyst. My respon-
sibilities involved production scheduling, inventney control, cash management,
and capital budgeting.

From 1971 to 1973, I was a consultant at a community mental health center,
Albert Einstein Hospital, Philadelphia. I directed a program which utilized
Eastern philosophy, yoga, and meditation to help individual's and family's
mental and physical problems.

From 1973 to 1974, I was a senior systems analyst with Combustion Engineering
Refractory Division at Valley Forge, Pennsylvania. I developed and managed a
Management Information System, and Business Planning Model.

From 1974 to 1977, I worked as a senior systems planner with Sperry Univac,
Blue Bell, Pennsylvania. As a part of my responsibilities I designed and devel-
oped a financial and accounting inventory control system to handle the flow of
computer parts to and from their subsidiaries located throughout the world. <

From 1977 to 1978, I was employed as a senior economist with General Public
Utilities, New Jersey. My responsibilities included development of residential
and industrial electricity demand models, regional economic impact analyses and
electricity demand forecast.

Since joining Argonne, I have performed a number of cost-benefit analyses,,

| financial evaluations, and energy a pply and demand analyses to be incorporated
| into the environmental impact statements. I developed a production and financial
'

model for estimating the natural gas production and financial viability of U.S.
Lake Erie Gas Development Program. The results of the model were utilized in
the preparation of draft environmental impact statment of U.S. Lake Erie Natural

| Ms Development Program. I was asked to defend the production and financial data
' before a public hearing at Buffalo, New York.

I also developed a levelized cost model for comparing per unit cost of
9eneration of electricity using different primary energy fuels. The results
were utilized for the Pebble Springs project. I also developed a model to

i
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evaluate the need for the Pond Hill Reservoir to supply the constanptive needs.

of Susquehanna Steam Electric Station during periods of low river flow.

As a part of my responsibility in the preparation of the Northeast Regional
EIS, I provided the coal supply / demand scenario to evaluate the impact of incre-
mental coal demand resulting from ccaversion of power plants from oil to coal.,

Presently, I am involved in developing a Northeast Regional Transportation Model.

I am a member of the American Economic Association.
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