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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF GEORGE W. WOERNER

Q Please state your name and business address.

A My name is George W. Woerner, my business address is
101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850.

Q By whom are you employed?

A I am employed by the Florida Public Service Commission,
in the Auditing and Financial Analysis Division, Depreciation )
Bureau.

Q Briefly describe your educational and professional
background.

A I received a diploma in Electrical Engineering from
Baltimore Polytechnic Institute in 1947, an Associate of Arts
degree from Brevard Junior College in 1969, a Bachelor of
Science degrge in Business Administration from Florida
Technological University in 1973, and a Master of Science in
Public Administration from Florida State University in 1976 and
I have credits toward a MBA and Ph.D. Since joining Florida
state government in 1971, I have held various positions
including Director, Division of Corporations, Department of
State; Legislative Analyst for the Joint Legislative Management
Committee; Management and Records Analyst for Department of
State; Utility Systems Engineer and Engineering Supervisor for
the Florida Public Service Commission. I have held offices and
memberships in professional associations such as the Association

of Energy Engineers, American Society for Public Administration,
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF GEORGE W. WOERNER

and Society of Technical Writers and Publishers.

Q Briefly outline your duties with the Florida Public
Service Commission which would be relevant to your testimony
today.

A My present duties consist of monitoring the capital
recovery position and practices of the regulated utilities, with
the purpose of assuring adherence to appropriate procedures,
compliance with using assigned depreciation rates and to
determine the potential impact on 1ife and salvage parameters of
established and newly introduced technologies.

Q What is the purpose of your testimony?

A To discuss depreciation related problems pertaining to
the pending requests for increases in the accrual of nuclear
decommissioning costs.

Q Have you identified any specific problems in the
pending request for an increase in the accrual of nuclear
decommissioning costs?

A Yes I have.

Q Would you please detail your problems?

A The problem I have is, that Florida Power Corporation's
and Florida Power and Light's studies assume that the
non-contaminated assets of the nuclear power plants which may be
useable for future electric generation or production of
electricity will have only serviceable lives equal to the

operating license for the nuclear portion of the plants. These
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF GEORGE W. WOERNEP

studies are based on the premise that at the time of expiration
of their Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) operating licenses
all of the generating stations will be junk, should be removed,
and the site restored to 1ts preconstruction state as found in
Attachments A, B, and C.

Attachment A, page A-2 item 15 states "Decommissioning
will take place sufficiently far in the future that all
equipment will be worn, obsolete and suitable for scrap as dead
weight quantities only. No equipment is salvageable as used
equipment.”

In that attachment, ftem 23 continues "All above grade
structures are removed to 3 feet below grade level. Structures
will be backfilled to grade level." ;

Also in that attachment, page A-3, item 27 states “The
station grounds are planted with vegetable matter for erosion
control and will have a final contour consistent with adjacent
surroundings.*

Attachment B, page B-2 item 15 states "Decommissioning
will take place sufficiently far in the future that all
equipment will be worn obsolete and suitable for scrap as
deadweight quantities only. No equipment is salvageable as used
equipment."

In that attachment, item 23 continues “All above grade
structures are to be removed to 3 feet below grade leve!l.

Structures will be backfilled to grade level."

=3
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF GEORGE W. WOERNER

Also in Attachment B, ftem 27 states "The station
grounds are planted with vegetable matter for erosion control
and will have a final contour consistent with adjacent
surroundings."”

Attachment C, page C-2 states "Remove remaining
Auxiliary and Intermediate Buildings in a similar manner
(controlled blasting to 3 feet below grade) after the equipment
has been removed.... Remaining buildings may then be removed
using conventional demolition techniques for above ground
structures, including the Turbine Building/Heater Bay, Intake
and Discharge Structures and other site structures. In
addition, outside storage tanks should be drained and removed."

In Attachment C on page C-3 it states “4.3.3 Site
Conditions at Facility Closeout - It is assumed that the site
will be restored by regrading to conform to the adjacent
landscape. Sufficient topsoil will be replaced to permit new
growth of native vegetation. The intake and discharge
structures on-site will be demolished and removed, the
circulating water piping collapsed and the depressions
backfilled."

Also in Attachment C on page C-4, in item 14 it
states.... "The decomissioning will take place sufficiently far
in the future that all equipment will be worn, obsolete and
suitable for scrap as deadweight quantities only. No equipment

will be salvageable as used equipment."
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF GEORGE W. WOERNER

Also in Attachment C, page C-5, item 26 it states “The
station grounds will be planted with vegetable matter for
erosion control and will have a final contour suitable for
agriculture, range, or timber uses."

Q Why don't you agree with the studies' projection of the
condition of the plant's assets at the time of final plant
shutdown.

A Some of the assets at a generating unit, 1.e.,
structures, pedestals, some piping systems, and station
lquipnont.'night be expected to have a 11fe potentially greater
than the nuclear operating license. Many other assets of a type
which might be useful for future generation will have been
replaced through the process of interim retirement a short time
prior to final plant shutdown.

Q Assuming that you are correct in your assessment of the
material condition of the generating station at the time of
final shutdown, how would this impact the decommissioning
studies submitted by Florida Power and Light and Florida Power
Corporation?

A Assuming that the assets used in the production of
electricity at the nuclear generating station remain in
excellent condition and are not contaminated by radioactivi .y,
it appears to me to be wasteful to demolish all of those assets,
paid for by the ratepayers, just to allow the site to be used

for agriculture, range, or timber, or to remain idle.

il
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF GEORGE W. WOERNER

Q Even though the generating equipment is in excellent
condition at the time of final nuclear plant shutdown, won't it
ultimately have to be dismantled?

A Yes. Ultimately, at some time, the generating station
may be dismantled, but not necessarily at the same time as the
nuclear contaminated facility.

Q Doesn't the NRC require the 1icense hoider of a nuclear
generating station to collect funds specifically earmarked for
dismantlement of the nuclear generating station?

A Yes. However, that NRC requirement pertains only to
material and/or facilities that are radioactively contaminated
and if not disposed of in accordance with nuclear safety
requirements could pose a threat to health and safety of the
workers at the nuclear generating site and potentially to
citizens in the vicinity of the generating site as shown in
Attachment D, page D-2.

Q What is inherently wrong with collecting money to be
used for decommissioning the nuclear side and dismantling the
non-nuclear side of the generating station simultaneously?

A The money collected from the ratepayers to dismantle an
electric generating station are calculated using two factors: 1)
Estimated expenses that will be incurred at the time of
dismantling, and 2) the period of time over which the generating
station would be serving the ratepayer. The second factor is my

major concern.
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF GEORGE W. WOERNER

Q  HWould you elaborate or clarify that concern?

A Yes, I would. The period of time during which the
nuclear decommissioning funds are collected extends from the
establishment of the decommissioning fund until final shutdown
at termination of the nuclear possession license. The time
period during which money should be collected for dismantling a
fossil fueled generating station is based on the remaining
service 1ife of that plant. The point being that the
termination of the 1icense should not dictate the remaining
service 11fe of the non-contaminated assets. The generally
accepted concept in depreciation accounting s that money used
for decommissioning and dismantlement should be collected from
the ratepayers over the period of time in which the asset is
serving the ratepayers either through a funded reserve or
through depreciation rates. To collect 1t early would place an
undue burden on the present ratepayers or to delay collecting
the money until a later date would be a burden on future
ratepayers that have not had the benefit of the generating
station.

Q What portion of the proposed decommissioning costs
could be attributable to removal of the non-contaminated portion
of the plant?

A My preliminary estimate, based on Mr. LaGuardia's
deposition as shown in Attachment E, is that the dismantling

costs for the non-contaminated portion of the Florida Power &

-7-
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF GEORGE W. MWOERNER

Light and Florida Power Corporation's nuclear plants would be
about 25 to 30 percent. However, to my knowledge no studies
have been conducted on these units differentiating between
contaminated assets and non-contaminated assets having potential
for re-use. Another estimate is found in Attachment F which
states:
"Penn Power also states that the total cost to
decommission radioactive contaminated facilities
including certain required non-contaminated structures
would equal approximately 78% of the total cost to
decommission Beaver Valley 1 and 75% of the total cost
estimate for Perry 1."

Q What action do you propose to the Commission regarding
the present inability to distinguish between the cost of
dismantling contaminated and potentially non-contaminated assets
at the time of decommissioning?

A I propose that Florida Power and Light and Florida
Power Corporation file a new site-specific Nuclear
Decommissioning Study within two (2) years. These new studies
should be premised on the possibility that, at the termination
of the operating license, the non-contaminated portion of the
plant assets could be used with a new generating source.

Q What would be the purpose of these new studies?

A The purpose of the new studies would be to address the

problems raised in this proceeding as well as any other
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF GEORGE W. WOERNER

assocfated effects; 1.e., taxes.

Q What action do you recommend that the Commission take
concerning the petitions filed by Florida Power & Light and
Florida Power Corporation in this docket.

A I recommend that the Commission grant each company its
requested new decommissioning trust fund rate pending receipt of
the requested new studies and sufficient time for Staff to do an
in-depth analysis.

Q Does this conclude your testimony?

A Yes, 1t does.



ATTACHMENT A

EXCERPTS FROM FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
1988 DECOMMISSIONING STUDY
TURKEY POINT UNITS NOS. 3 & 4
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Document F02-25-002
Page 138 of 145

and scrap reprocessing costs, and (2) a relatively low
value of scrap exists in the market. Scrap processing and
site removal costs are not included in the estimate.

Decommiusioning will take place sufficiently far in the
future that all equipment will be worn, obsolete and
suitable for scrap as deadweight quantities only. No
equipment is salvageable as used equipment.

FP&L removes all items of furniture, tools, mobile equip-
ment such as forklifts, trucks, bulldozers, other similar
mobile equipment and other such items of personal property
owned by FP&L that is easily removed without the use of
special equipment. That is, the cost for removal of such
non-affixed items is not included in this decommissioning
cost estimate.

A future FP&L project team assigned to the decommissioning
effort will investigate the economics of reusable construc-
tion materials.

Existing warehouses will remain for use by the demolition
contractor and its subcontractors, as well as FP&L. The
warehouses will be dismantled as they are no longer needed
to support the decommissioning program.

All contaminated piping, components and structures other
than the reactor vessel and internals are assumed to meet
DOT limits for LSA material.

Fuel oil tanks will be emptied. Tanks are cleaned by
flushing or steam cleaning as required prior to disposal.

Acid and caustic tanks are emptied through normal usage.

Lubricating and transformer oils are drained and removed
from site by a waste disposal vendor.

All above grade structures are removed to 3 feet below
grade level. Structures will be backfilled to grade level.

Water drain holes are drilled in the bottom of all subgrade
structures to be abandoned.

Piping and electrical manholes are backfilled with a
suitable earthen material and abandoned. Vertical pump

structures and sumps are backfilled with a suitable earthen
material and abandoned.

111
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26. Non-contaminated underground piping (except the service
water and circulating water piping) are abandoned without
special considerations. Accessible circulating and service
water piping are removed/collapsed and backfilled to
eliminate the potential for collapse after the site is
released for unrestricted access.

27. The station grounds are planted with vegetable matter for
erosion control and will have a final contour consistent
with adjacent surroundings. '

28. The switchyard is intact for use by the balance of the
utility's electrical distribution system.

29. Transmission towers remain in place.

30. Culverts and head walls remain in place to allow natural
drainage.

31. sfil stabilization material, e.g., rip rap, remains in
place.

32. The perimeter fence is moved as appropriate to conform with
the technical specifications in force at the various stages
in the project.

33. All road and parking area base material remains in place.
Road and parking areas with asphalt surfacing or concrete
are broken up and the area covered with fill. All gravel
roag ;nglparking areas remain in place and the area covered
wit 1l11.

J4. This study estimates that there will be some radioactive
waste generated which is greater than 10 CFR 61 Class c
quantities, all resultant from disposal of the activated
sections of the reactor vessel internals. This waste is
disposed of as Class C waste, as there currently are no
established guidelines on the disposal for this material.

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

A summary of the decommissioning alternative costs with annual
expenditures is ‘provided in Table 4.1. Three scenarios are
costed; all three scenarios integrate the decommissioning pro-
cess for the two units.

As shown in Table 4.1, the first scenario is less costly, in
instant or overnight dollars, than the scenarios involving
extended delays in the station dismantling. The ultimate cost

112
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permissible are based on the license limits of available
shielded shipping casks. The number and curie content of
vessel segments are selected to meet these limits,

Overland transport costs for the steam generators are based

on discussions with Reliance Trucking of Phoenix, az.

Reliance has handled the overland transport and installa-

tion of NSSS components for Several plants. Barging costs

g:o developed from rates published by the S.C. Loveland
- g IﬂC.

Steam generators are removed Sequentially and stored on
site until all four are ready to be moved. This scenario
will consolidate shi ping and reduce mobilization costs for
the barge, heavy haul vehicles and specialty rail car.

Plant conditions & construction:

Insulation materials used throughout the station contain no
asbestos.

Tiinlformtrs and capacitors are certified to have PCB-free
oil. '

The St. Lucie units are isolated electrically from the rest
of the transmission l{atcm and completely decommissioned
(i.e., the station will be out of service prior to com-
mencing the demolition effort).

FPEL will arrange for the electrical power, required to
demolish the station, to be brought on-site.

Scrap generated during decommissioning is not included as a
salvage credit line item in this study for two reasons: (1)
the scrap value merely offsets the associated site removal
and scrap reprocessing costs, and (2) a relatively low
value of scrap exists in the market. Scrap processing and
site removal costs are not included in the estimate.

Decommissioning will take pPlace sufficiently far in the
future that all equipment will be worn, obsolete and
suitable for scrap as deadweight quantities only. No
equipment is salvageable as used equipment.

FP&L removes all items ‘of furniture, tools, mobile equip-
ment such as forklifts, trucks, bulldozers, other similar
mobile equipment and other such items of personal property
owned by FP&L that is easily removed without the use of
special eguipment. That is, the cost for removal of such

B-2
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non-affixed items is not included in this decommissioning
cost estimate.

A future FP4L project team assigned to the decommissioning
effort will investigate the economics of reusable construc-
tion materials.

Existing warehouses will remain for use by the demolition
contractor and its subcontractors, as well as PP&L. The
warehouses will be dismantled as they are no longer needed
to csupport the decommissioning program.

All contaminated piping, components and structures other
than the reactor vessel and internals are assumed to meet
DOT limits for LSA material.

Fuel oil tanks will be emptied. Tanks are cleaned by
flushing or steam cleaning as required prior to disposal.

Acid and caustic tanks are emptied through normal usage.

Lubricating and transformer oils are drained and removed
from site by a waste disposal vendor.

All above grade structures are removed to 3 feet below
grade level. Structures will be backfilled to grade level.

Water drain holes are drilled in the bottom of all subgrade
structures to be abandoned.

Piping and electrical manholes are backfilled with a
suitable earthen material and abandoned. Vertical pump
structures and sumps are backfilled with a suitable earthen
material and abandoned.

Non-contaminated underground piping (except the service
water and circulating water piping) are abandoned without
special considerations. Accessible circulating and service
water piping are removed/collapsed and backfilled to
eliminate the potential for collapse after the site is
released for unrestricted access.

The station grounds are planted with vegetable matter for
erosion control and will have a final contour consistent
with adjacent surroundings.

The switchyard is intact for use by the balance of the
utility's electrical distribution system.

124
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Remove steel containment liner with oxyacetylene torch and
demolish concrete Reactor Building by controlled blasting to
three feet below grade.

Remove remaining Auxiliary and Intermediate Buildings in a
similar manner after the equipment has been removed.

Remaining buildings may then be removed using conventional
demolition techniques for above ground structures, including
the Turbine Building/Heater Bay, Intake and Discharge
Structures and other site structures. 1In addition, outside
storage tanks should be drained and removed.

Prepare the final dismantling program report.
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The main turbine will be dismantled using conventional
maintenance procedures; the turbine rotors and shafts
will be removed to a clean laydown area for disposal.
The lower turbine casings will be removed from their
anchors by controlled demolition. The main condensers
will be segmented and transported to the laydown area
for disposition as Scrap along with the lower turbine
casings. .

4.3.2 Transportation Methods

For the purposes of cost estimation, it was assumed that
the NSSS components would be moved by rail to the
regional burial facility. These payloads include the
reactor vessel head packages, reactor coolant pumps, the
steam generators and the pressurizer units. In this
study it is assumed that the steam generator units will
be loaded onto a "schnabel type" railcar as they are
removed. This car would be moved by a designated or
"special train" containing only the steam generators and
the other Components such as the reactor coolant pumps,
upper and lower vessel head packages, and the
pressurizer. At the burial facility the generators
would be off-loaded to an overland transporter for the
final distance to the burial site,

4.3.3 Site Conditions at Facility Closeocut
%

It is assumed that the site will be restored by
regrading to conform to the adjacent landscape.
Sufficient topsoil will be replaced to permit new growth
of native vegetation. The intake and discharge
Sstructures on-site will be demolished and removed, the
circulating water Piping collapsed and the depressions
backfilled.

ASSUMPTIONS

The following are the major assumptions made in the development
of the cost estimates for the Crystal River Station, Unit 3.

1.

Florida Power will use 'an outside contractor/AE in the
decommissioning of Unit 3. The Decommissioning Operations
Contractor (DOC) shall provide sufficient staff to perform
the preparatory demolition Planning and scheduling and
manage the demolition efforts. Site security during
demolition will be provided by Florida Power or its
subcontractor. The demolition work will be performed by



9.

lo.

11,

12,

13,

14.

15,

Document F@l-25-0g1
Page 24 of 57

based on discussions with Reliance Trucking of Phoenix,
AZ. Rail shipping rates were obtained from the Norfolk &
Southern Railway of Roanoke, VA.

Steam generators are loaded onto the railcar as they are
removed from the Reactor Building,

Plant conditions & construction:

Insulation materials used throughout the station contain
no asbestos.

Tfansfo:mers and capacitors are certified to have PCB-free
oil,

Pipe supports are distributed by system in proportion to
the Percentage of small, medium and large bore piping
estimated in the System versus total installed Piping in
the station.

he rest of the transmission system and completely
decommissioned (i.e., the station will be out of service
prior to commencing the demolition effort),

Florida Power will furnish outside electrical power
required to demolish the station,

removal and Scrap reprocessing costs, and (2) a relatively
low value of Scrap exists in the market. Scrap processing
and site removal costs are not included in the estimate,.

The dccommillioning will take place sufficiently far in
the future that all equipment will be worn, obsolete and
suitable for Scrap as deadweight quantities only. No
equipment will be salvageable as used equipment,

Florida Power will remove all {tems of furniture, tools,
mobi le equipment such as forklifts, trucks, bulldozers,
other similar mobjle equipment and other such items of
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The future Florida Power project team assigned to the
decommissioning effort will investigate the economics of
reusable construction materials.

Existing warehouses will remain for use by the demolition
contractor and its subcontractors, as well as Florida
Power,

All contaminated piping, components and structures other
than the reactor vessel and internals are assumed to meet
DOT limits for LSA material.

Fuel oil tanks will be emptied and tanks will be cleaned
by flushing or steam cleaning as required to demolish in a
safe manner.

Acid and caustic tanks will be emptied by normal usage.

Lubricating and transformer cils will be drained and
removed from site by waste disposal vendor.

All above grade structures will be removed to 3 feet below
the local grade level, i.e. the berm. Structures will be
backfilled to grade level.

Water drain holes will be drilled in the bottom of all
below grade structures to be abandoned by burial.

Piping and electrical manholes will be backfilled with a
suitable earthen material and abandoned, Vertical pump
structures and sumps will be backfilled with a suitable
earthen material and abandoned.

Non-contaminated underground piping (except the intake,
discharge, and circulating water piping) will be abandoned
without special considerations. The plant intake and
discharge circulating water piping will be removed and/ or
collapsed and backfilled to eliminate the potential for
collapse after the site is released for unrestricted
access.

The station grounds will be planted with vegetable matter
for erosion control and will have a final contour suitable
for ag:icultural, range or timber uses,

The switchyard will be left intact for use by the balance
of the utility's electrical transmission system.

Transmission towers will remain in place.

C-5
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EXCERPTS FROM FEDERAL REGISTER/VOL. 53 NO. 123/
Monday, June 27, 1988/RULES AND REGULATIONS



Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 123 / Monday, June 27, 1988 / Rules and Regulations
1988-89 marketing order expenditures information. A d rul ]
for Marketing er Nos. 821, 922, and publia;cdoz; mm':s. :un:a.‘::luc of
024, the Federal (53 FR 17056).
For Washington peaches, Comments on the proposed rule were
expenditures of $18.378 and an invited from interested persons until

assessment rate of $2.25 per ton of
peaches under M.O. 821 were
recommended. In comparison. 1987-88
budgeted expenditures were $25.136 and
the assessment rate was $2.00 per ton.
On May 27, 1988, the Washington Peach
Marketing Committee met and revised
their assessment rate 1o $1.20 per ton of
peaches and revised the crop estimate.
Assessmenl! income for 1088-89 is
eslimated at $14.040 based on the
revised crop estimate of 11.700 tons of
ruchu. Committee reserves and other
unds will be available to cover the
anlicipated $4.338 deficit for 1888-83.

For Washington apricots.
expenditures of $6.970 and an
assessment rate of $2.25 per ton of
apricots under M.O. 922 were
recommended by the SFEMC. In
comparison, 1887-88 budgeted
expenditlures were $5.802 and the
assessmeni rate was $1.25 per ton. On
May 27, 1888, the Washington Apricot
Marketing Commitiee mel and revised
their asscssment rate 1o $2.00 per ton of
apricots. Assessment income for 1988-89
is estimated at 7,000 based on a crop
eslimate of 3,500 tons of apricots.

For Washinglon-Oregon prunes.
expenditures of $17.342 and sn
assessment rate of $2.25 per ton of
prunes under M.O. 824 were
recommended by the SFEMC. In
comparison, 1987-88 budgeled
expenditures were $20.462 and the
;:.uumenl n't;l w‘;s $3.00 per ton. On

y 27, 1988, the Washington-Oregon
Fresh Prune Marketing Commitiee met
and revised their assessment rate to
$1.00 per ton of fresh prunes and revised
the crop estimate. Assessment income
for 1988-80 is estimated ut $9,300 based
on the revised crop estimate of 8,300
tons of fresh prunes. Commitiee reserves
and other funds will be available to
cover m—a?;. anticipated $8.042 deficit for

1 .

While this final action will
some additional costs on handlers. the
costs are in the form of uniform
assessments on all handlers. Some of
the additional costs may be passed on to
producers. However. these costs will be
significantly offset by the benefits
derived from the operation of the
marketing orders. Therefore, the
Administrator of the AMS has
determined that this action will not have
& significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.

This action adds new §§ 921,227,
922.227. and 924.228. and is based on
commitiee recommendations and other

May 23, 19688. Comments were received
from the Washington Peach Marketing
Commiltee. the Washington Apricot
Marketing Committee, and the
Washington-Oregon Fresh Prune
Marketing Committee. in which they
requested the establishment of revised
assessment rates and/or crop estimates.

After consideration of the information
and recommendations submitted by the
committees. the comments received, and
other available information. it is found
that this final rule will tend to effectuate
the declared policy of the Act.

These budgets and assessment rates
should be expedited because the
commitiees need 1o have sufficient
funds to pey their expenses. which are
incurred on a continuous basis. In
addition. handlers are aware of this
action. which was recommended by the
commitiees at public meetings.
Therefore, the Secretary also finds that
good cause exists for not postponing the
effective date of this action until 30 days
after publication in the Federal Register
(5 U.S.C. 553).

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Parts 821, 922,
and 824

Apricots, Marketing agreements and
orders. Oregon. Peaches. Prunes,
Washington.

For the reasons sel forth in the
preamble, new §§ 821.227, 922,227, and
924.220 are added as {ollows:

Note ~These sections will not appear in
the Code of Federal Regulations.

1. The suthority citation for 7 CFR
Parts 921, 822, and 924 continues to read
as follows:

Authority: Secs. 1-19. 48 Stal. 31, as
smended: 7 U.5.C. 601.674.

2. New §§ 921.227, 822.227, and
$24.228 are added to read as follows:

PART 921—FRESH PEACHES GROWN
IN DESIGNATED COUNTIES IN
WASHINGTON

§921.227 Expenses and assesament rate.

Expenses of $18.378 by the
Washington Fresh Peach Marketing
Committee are suthorized. and an
assessment rate of $1.20 per ton of
assessable peaches is established for
the fiscal year ending March 31, 1989.
Unexpended funds may be carried over
A8 a reserve.

PART 922—-APRICOTS GROWN IN
DESIGNATED COUNTIES IN
WASHINGTON

§922.227 "Expenses and assessment rate.

Expenses bf $6.970 by the Washingion
Apricot Marketing Commitiee are
authorized. dnd an assessment rate of
$2.00 per ton is established for the fiscal
year ending March 31, 1988.
Unexpended:funds may be carried over
as a reserve.

PART 924—FRESH PRUNES GROWN
IN DESIGNATED COUNTIES IN
WASHINGTON AND UMATILLA
COUNTY, OREGON

§024.228 Empenses and assessment rate.

Expenses of $17.342 by the
Washington-Oregon Fresh Prunc
Marketing Commitlee are authorized
and an assessment ratc of $1.00 per 1o
of assessable prunes is established fo-
the fiscal year ending Murch 31. 198¢
Unexpendedifunds may be carricd ove:
as a reserve.

Dated: June 22. 1988
William ]. Doyle.
Associate Deputy Director. Fruit end
Vegetable Division. Agricultural Alarketin:
Service
[FR Doc. 88-14373 Filed 6-24-88 B 4% am|
BILLING CODE 3410-01-M

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

10 CFR Parts 30, 40, 5C, 51,70, and 72

General Requirements for
Decommissioning Nuciear Facilities

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

action: Final rule.

suUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulator)
Commission is amending its regulations
to set forth technical and financial
criteria for decommissioning licensed
nuclear facilities. The amendcec
regulations address decommissioning
planning needs. timing. funding
methods. and environmental review
requirementb. The intent of the
amendments is to assure that
decommissioning of all licensed
facilities will be accomplished in a sale
and timely manner and that adequate
licensee funds will be available for this
purpose. The final rule also contains a
response 1o @ petition for rulemaking
(PRM-50-22). concerning
decommissioning financial assurance.
initially filed by the Public Interes
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Research Group (PIRG), et al. on July 5.
1977,

EFFECTIVE DATE: July 27, 1988,

FOR FURTMER INFORMATION CONTACT:

K Stever, C.Feldman. or F. Cardile, Olfice
of Nuclear Regulatory Research, us.
Nuclear tory

Washington. DC 20355, telephone (301)
492-3824

mn'v INFORMATION:
Introduction

The NRC is amending its regulations

to provide specific requirements for the

issioning of nuclear facilities.

fically the regulations establish

criteria in the following areas:
Acceptable decommissioning
slternatives; planning for
decommissioning: assurance of the
availability of funds for
decommissioning: and environmental
review requirements related to
decommissioning.

Decommissioning as defined in the
rule means 1o remove nuclear facilities
safely from service and 10 reduce
residual radicactivity 10 a level that
permits release of the property for
unrestricled use and termination of the
license. Decommissioning activities are
iniuqied when a licensee decides to

0N Ensed V! y

b A ." rcomm DNin, Eﬂmt 1
_include the removal and

pent fuel whi

nonradioactive hazardous waste not
necessary for NRC license termination is
not covered by these regulations but
would be treated by other & ate
agencies hs\n‘nr responsibility over
these wustes. If nuclear facilities are 1o
be reused jor nuclear purposes,
spplicauuns for license renewal or

ent or for a new license are
submitted according 1o the appropriate
existing regulation. Reuse of a nuclear
facility for other nuclear purposes is not
considered dcmmmium because
the facility remains under license.

Amendments apply to the
deeoumnuioninc of power reactors,
nonpower reactors. fuel reprocessing
plants. fye] fabrication plants. uranium
hexafluoride production plants,
independent spent fuel slorage
installations, and nonfuel-cycle nuclear
facilities. The decommissioning of
uranium mills and mill 1ai]
waste burial facilities, and high-level
Waste repositories. has been treated in
Separate regulatory actions, These
Smendments apply 1o nuclear facilities
that operate through their normal

1988 / Rules and Regulations
e k= e

24019

lifetime, as well as to those that may be
shut down prematurely.

The purpose of these amendments is
10 assure that decommissionings will be
carried out with minimal impact on
public and occupational health and
safety and the environmani. The

on's objective is that

decommissioned facility sites would
ultimately be available for unrestricted
use for any pubiic or private purpose.
The amendments provide a regulatory
framework for more efficient and
consistent licensing actions related 1o

issioning. Although
decommissioning is not an imminent
healih and safety problem, the nuclear
industry is maturing, in that nuclear
facilities have been operating for a
number of years, and the number and
complexity of facilities that will require
decommissioning is expected to increase
in the near future. Inadequate or
untimely consideration of
decommissioning. specifically in the
areas of planning and financial
assurance, could result in significant
adverse health, safety and
environmental impacts. These impacis
could lead to increased occupational
and public doses. increased amounts of
radioactive waste 10 be disposed of, and
an increase in the number of
contaminated sites. The regulations
make clear that the licensee is
responsible for the funding and
completion of decommissioning in a
manner which protects public health
and safety. Current regulations cover the
requirements and criteria for
decommissioning in a limited way and
are nol fully adequate to deal with
licensee decommissioning requirements
effectively. Many licensing activities
concerning decommissioning have had
to be determined on s cage- y-case
basis. This procedure results jn
inconsistency in dealing with licensees
and in inefficient and unnecessary
administrative effort. With the increased
number of decommissionings expected.
case-by-case procedures would make
licensing difficult and increase NRC and

staff resources needed for these
activities.

Background
On March 13, 1978, the Commission
blished an Advance Notice of
posed Rulemaking in the Federal
Register (43 FR 10370) stating that the
sion was nalulmlidn. its
issioning policy and consideri
amendments to its regulations 1o .
provide more specific requirements
relating to the decommissioning of
nuclear (acilities. The plan for the
reevaluation included the developmen
of an information base. the preparation

D-2
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"of a generic environmental impact

statement (GEIS), snd based on these.
the development of amendments to the
regulstions. The information base for
preparation of the final rule is complete
and consists primarily of a series of
NUREG/CR reports on studies of the
technology. safety, and costs of
decommissioning various kinds of
nuclear facilities. These reports were
prepared by Battelle Pacific Northwest
hbut::'lloﬂu [Pl!;l..}.' In ndduit:]x:.
preliminary staff positions on the major
decommissi issues have been
presented in staff (NUREG) reports. On
February 10, 1631, the Commission
announced the availability of the draft
GEIS for public comment (46 FR 11666).
Section 15 of the draft GEIS contains
cerlain policy recommendations. These
recommendations, as modified by
comments received on the draft GEIS
and other sources. provided the basis for
the proposed amendments 1o the
Commission's regulutions.

On February 11, 1985. the Commission
published a Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking on Decommissioning
Criteria for Nuclear Facilities (50 FR
5600). The proposed amendments
covered a number of topics related to
decommissioning that would be
applicable to 10 CFR Parts 30. 40. 50, 70,
and 72 applicants and licensees. The
original comment period was due tu
expire May 13, 1985, but was extended
to July 13, 1885 to accommodate
requests from interested parties for an
extended comment period in order to
fully evaluate the issues raised and
develop comments on the proposed rule.
Public comments received on the
proposed rule were docketed and may
be examined at the Commission's Public
Document Room localed at 1717 H
Street NW., Washington, DC.

Acceptable levels of residual
radioactivity for release of property for
unrestricted use were not proposed as
part of this rulemaking. Commission
stall is participating in an interagency
working group. organized by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
developing Federal guidance on this
subject. Proposed Federal guidelines are
anticipated to be published by EPA and
EPA hus issued an advance notice of
proposed rulemaking (51 FR 22264, June
18, 1986). In the interim, NRC is
developing interim guidance with
respect to residual contamination

criteria.
—

* A bibliography of the PNL and NRC stsff reparis
and other buch d doc 19 included at the

end of the supplementary inlormation. These
documenis are available for inspection and copyving
for a fee in the Commission's Public Documen
Room a1 1717 H Street N\W.. Washington. DC 20858
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the DoC?

A. The DOC. The company's overhead, meaning
Florida Power & Light and Florida Power
Corporation, their overhead is not included in the
unit cost factors. Their overhead only applies to
the utility staff of the station manager on down
through the janitor, not to any of the crew
Personnel, any of the field pPersonnel performing
hands-on removal activities.

Q. Based on no future unseen major problems
at the Crystal River site, what is the anticipated
radiation level at the time of the cessation of
commercial operations of, A, the turbine building;
B, the contfol complex; C, heater bay; D, shop
facilities; E, warehouse; and F, technical support
center?

A. Essentially we are estimating no
contamination of those areas. There may be
individual components that are located in the
turbine building that are radioactive, and there
could be some local contamination on the floor
surrounding those components, but in general, I'd
say those buildings are generally clean buildings.
We have not assumed any high radiation level or

any radiation level other than background, of
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course, but even in this area there would be no
background level for any of those components, or
areas of the buildings, I should say.

Q. So they won't require any decontamination?

A. They should not require any
decontamination, assuming it doesn't change over
the life of plant, which is a fairly large
assumption.

(Off the record discussion.)
BY MR. CHRIST:

Q. Of the DOC staff doing the
decommissioning work, please describe the makeup
of the crew that removes and pPackages the steam
generator and the internals.

A. To begin with, when we refer to the "decon"
staff, those are management personnel. They don't
do any hands-on work per se. They are not allowed
to under the union rules. So it's the crew that
performs the work.

The Turkey Point and St. Lucie, I believe
we provided NSSS spread sheets. We have spread
sheets that show the breakdown of the crew.
Basically we are looking at laborers, craftsmen
and foremen to actually perform the hands-on

disassenbly operation. They cut the- steam
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A. No. 1In the past we have been fully
escorted by one of the plant personnel.

Q. These three studies?

A. In the three studies, and it's a one-day =--
it's really about a four-hour walk-through, mostly
to orient ourselves as to where the buildings are,
how they are laid out, any unique features that we
have to take into account when we look at the
drawings. When you are doing the type of estimate
that you are looking for, it means walking down
cvcrf line, and that takes an extensive amount of
time.

MR. BONAVIA: Can you do that with
the plant operating? You have to wait for a
shutdown?

THE WITNESS: You have to wait.
Some of the buildings will be inaccessible because
they are sealed off during plant operations. You
would have to catch it at a shutdown. That's the
worst time you want to go through a power plant.
That's the time nobody wants you there.
BY MR. CHRIST:

Q. Could you automatically exclude those as
being contaminated?

A. No. Some of the plants are not. Some of

E-4
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the parts of it, the reactive building itself, are
not contaminated. There may be only small
restricted areas, but in order to do a reasonable
accounting of those differences, you need to get
access to those areas. I don't know. I don't
think that's a reasonable assumption to make, just
to say it's automatically contaminated.

MR. SEYMORE: I think there's going
to be a significant support function of the
utility. Some of these areas you are not going to
get in without an HP escort with you, and you will
probably have to take, to answer the guestion
whether they are contaminated, you may have to
take smears on the surface, like cable trays and
that, because we really don't know by looking and
You can't do it with a "mete", which most Plants
will not let you carry one if you are not HP
qualified. We would have to bring our own or they
would provide them for us. There's another cost
involved there.

THE WITNESS: Just to give you -- ye
have done some crude studies of contaminated and
noncontaminated, but the collateral costs that are
associated, maybe it's 15 pPercent of the total

cost -- as the cascading costs, I'm sorry. Maybe
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RE AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST

WAC Chapter 480-140
WAC Chapter 480-143
WAC Chapter 480-146

(budgets)
(transfers of
focuski Ty )

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
v. ' o
Pennsylvania Power Company

R-850267

Additional complainants: Office

of Consumer Advocate of Penn-

sylvania, R-850267C001; Borough of Enon Valley, R-850267C002;
Sharon Steel Corporation, R-850267C004; and Liquid Air Corpo-
ration, R-850267C005 et al.

Intervenor: Hospital Council of Western Pennc<vivania

July 16, 1987

q PPLICATION for authority lo increase rates for electric distribution ser-
ice; order issued requiring rale decrease and disallowing all construction
costs concerning Perry Unit 1 nuclear generating plant.

1. Valuation, § 192 — Rate base allowance
— Electric plant — Criteria.
[PA.] Before a newly completed electric
genenﬁng_phmmayh;;ndudedinm
it must y several prerequisites: (1)
Achievement of “commercial operation”
within a specified period of time, (2) proof
that all claimed construction costs were pru-
deny incurred, necessary, and proper, and
(3) proof that the additional power from
the plant does not constituie excess capacity.
2. Valuation, § 193 — Property used and
useful — Commercial

service — Definitions — Electric gen-

emting plants. -
[PA.) The criteria for determining when
a new nuclear electric generating plant will
be deemed 10 be “in service” or in “com-
mercial operation,” is as follows: The

323
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sart-up testing program shall be success-
fully completed, including a successful un-
interrupted run of at least 100 hours dur-
ing which time power is furnished to the
grid at a level between 95% and 100%.
8. Valuation, § 234 — used and
useful — Plant out of service — Elec-
tric generating plant — Rate-making

. [PA.) When a base load electric generat-
ing plant is out of service at the time that
the commission makes its final decision in
the case in which the unit's costs are first
claimed by an electric utility 1 be eligible
for rate recovery, the commission, under
state law, 66 Pa.C.S. § 1323(b), must make
either of two rate-making adjustments: (1)
Exclude from rates all costs associated with
the unit, or (2) require the utility to guar-

85 PUR4th
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an assumed 7'4% tax-free interest allow-
ance to account for prospective earn-
ings on deposits made in the escrow
accounts for each plant. The Company
did not. however, reflect any allowance
for inflation as it is the inention of
the CAPCO companies to periodically
update the decommissioning studies
and reflect any changes in cost levels
and decommissioning technology in fu-
ture rate proceedings. The Company's
claim for decommissioning expense re-
flects current swate-of-the-art decommis-
sioning technology, assumes compliance
with 2ll applicable siate and federal reg-
ulations and is, in the Company’ opin-
ion. reasonable and should be accepted.

OCA witness Larkin proposed to ad-
just the Company's decommissioning
expense claims; based only on the
Prompt removal/dismantling of radioac-
tive facilities. |

Mr. Larkin's adjusiments were calcu-
lawed using the cost' estimates for de-
commissioning the radiouctivity contam-
inated facilities a1 both Beaver Valley
1 and Perry | appearing in the TLG
studies. These calculations produced the
following adjustments: First, decom-
missioning expense for Penn Power's
share of Beaver Valley 1 and common
facilities should be reduced by $100,892
10 $245,291. Second, decomimissioning
expense for Penn Power's share of
Perry 1 and one-half of common facil-
ities should be reduced by $17,299 and
$34.692. Mr. Larkin noted that in its
current rate proceeding at R-860378,
Duquesne Light Company has calcu-
lated its decommissioning expense claim
for the identical plants in the same
manner proposed by Mr. Larkin, ie.,
based on the TLF swudies’ cost estimates
for dismantling radioactive facilities only.

OTS witness Martin J. Mayer has also

recommended that these same adjus-
ments be made to the Company's claim.
OTS witness Martin J. Mayer has also
recommended a reduction to the Com.
pany's claimed decommissioning accrual
to reflect a six year extension in the
operating license for Beaver Valley |.
The basis for this adjustment is thar
Duquesne Light Co. has filed an appli-
cation with the NRC for such an ex-
tension and that license extensions have
been granted in the past (0 other planus,
Penn Power contends that the non-
nuclear decommissioning expense ad-
Jjustment proposed by the OTS and the
OCA is unrealistic as it does not accu-
rately reflect the total decommissioning
costs which Penn Power will incur. In
this regard, Mr. LaGuardia testified:
“In my opinion there is little doubt
that utilities will ultimately be required
to decommission all nuclear power plant
facilities and not simply those which
have been directly exposed 10 radioac-
tive materials. After completion of de-
commissioning these facilities (i.c., re-
moving all radioactivity and terminat-
ing the license), it is unlikely that the
remaining structures could be utilized
in their existing form. The economics
of backfiting a large fossil-fucl fired
Steam generator to the existing Beaver
Valley turbine and condensate svstems
have not been satisfactorily demon-
strated. For Perry, it would probabl
require the replacement of the existing
turbine and condensate system becausc
they will have been removed as con-
@aminated equipment. If these facilities
were allowed to lay dormant, the po-
tential for an intruder 1o be injured
on-site is very great. In this regard, it
should be noted that the Ohio Basic
Building Code requires that all ‘Un-
safe Buildings' (Section 4101:2-1-39) be
razed. Similarly, Section 120.0 of the
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BOCA Basic/National Building Code of
1984, which 1 understand has been
adopted in Pennsylvania, requires that
‘Unsafe Structure' be taken down. A
vacant building, unguarded or open at
door or window is considered a fire
hazard and unsafe within the meaning
of the code. Guarding such a structure
would be the equivalent of mothball-
ing the facility at costs similar to those
presented in the Perry.and Beaver Val-
ley studies. Accordingly, the most as-
sured method of protecting the public
would be dismantling all remaining
structures following the removal of
those exposed 10 radicactivity.”

Mr. LaGuardia estimated that it
would cost approximately $213,000 for
Beaver Valley 1 in 1984 dollars and
$248,000 for Perry 1 in 1985 dollars,
on an annual basis, to secure and main-
@in nonradioactive structures in accord-
ance with applicable building laws if
these structures are not promptly dis-
mantled. This would result in a total
liability in constant dollars over a 30-
year period of $6.390 million for Bea-
ver Valley and $8.440 million for Perry,
which, under Messrs. Larkin's and
Maver’s proposal. would have 10 be re-
covered from ratepayers after these
plants cease operations.

The Company contends that it would
be unreasonable for future ratepavers
to assume this significant burden with-
out receiving the benefits associated
with the operation of each plant. Un-
der the Company's proposal, the costs
1o decommission all nonconaminated
structures would be spread over the
usetul life of each plant, thereby achiev-
ing a much more equitable balance be-
tween generations of ratepavers.

Cerwin costs would also be incurred
to remove or dismantle a subsuantial
amount of noncontaminated facilities

simply to gain access 1o radioactive ar-
cas, and, therefore, these costs are a
necessary plan unavoidable nart of the
decommissioning of each plant.

Penn Power also states that the total
costs to decommission radioactivelv con-
taminated facilities, including certain re-
quired noncontaminated structure, would
equal approximately 78% of the total
cost to decommission Beaver Vallev |
and 75% of the total cost estimate for
Perry 1. Ulilizing these revised estimates
under the Companv's methodology
would result in a towl jurisdictionalized
decommissioning expense of $265.332
for Beaver Valley 1 and $38,760 for
Perry 1.

OTS witness Mayer also proposed
that the Company's decommissioning
expense allowance be calculated under
the Equal Purchasing Power Method.
In effect. the only difference between
this method and that emploved by the
Companv is that Mr. Maver emplovs
a 2.62% annual inflation rate in calculat-
ing the annual depreciation accrual in-
stead of the 0% rate assumed in the
Company's analysis. The Companv does
not strongly oppose this methodology.
although its adoption would result in
an increase in the Company's revenue
requirement.

The AL] recommended that the
OCA’s adjustment be adopted essen-
tially based upon his analysis of prior
Commission decisions on this issue.

Penn Power excepted as follows 10
the ALJ's recommendation:

*“The most egregious omission in the
Recommended Decision is the ALJ's
failure 10 address anv of the uncon-
tested direct or reburtal testimony sub-
mitted by Penn Power which demon-
strates that it is appropriate 1o allow
the costs 1o decommission both radio-
active and non-radioactively contami-
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