Department of Energy

Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 3621
Portland, Oregon 97208-3621

GENERAL COUNSEL

November 3, 2004

In reply refer to: LC-7

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Ms. Annette Taylor

Public Utility Commission of Oregon
550 Capitol Street NE, Suite 215
Salem, Oregon 97301-2551

Re: Inthe Matter of Oregon Electric Company, LLC, et al, Application for Authorization to
Acquire Portland General Electric Company — Docket UM-1121
Joint Request for Official Notice

Dear Ms. Taylor:

Enclosed for filing with the Commission in the above-referenced docket are an original and five
copies of the “Joint Request for Official Notice of the Bonneville Power Administration and the
Eugene Water & Electric Board” (“Request”) aswell asan “origina” and five copies of the
indicated attachments for which Official Notice is requested.

In addition, there is enclosed an extra copy of the Request, together with a stamped pre-
addressed return envel ope addressed to me. If you could please date stamp the “extra’ copy of
the Request, returning it to me in the enclosed envel ope after accepting these documents for
filing, it would be most appreciated.

Sincerely,

/sl Geoffrey M. Kronick
Geoffrey M. Kronick
Of Attorneys for the Bonneville Power Administration

Enclosures

cc. viaFirst Class Mail w/Request and Attachments (1 copy)
Official Service List in Docket UM-1121
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

OF OREGON

UM 1121

In the Matter of

OREGON ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY,
LLC, etal.

Joint Request for Officia Notice of

the Bonneville Power Administration
and the Eugene Water & Electric Board
Application for Authorization to Acquire Portland
Genera Electric Company.

M N N N N N N N N

Hon. Kathryn Logan, ALJ
Hon. ChristinaM. Smith, ALJ
l.
The Bonneville Power Administration (“BPA”) and the Eugene Water & Electric Board,
(“EWEB”) parties to the instant proceeding, respectfully request the presiding Administrative

Law Judge take Official Notice of the four documents (or portions thereof), which are

enumerated and described below and which are appended hereto as Attachments A-D to this

instant pleading.

Oregon Administrative Rule 860-014-0050 provides that “(1) the Commission or
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) may take officia notice of the following matters. (a) all
matters of which the courts of the State of Oregon take judicia notice; (b) rules, regulations,
administrative rulings and reports of the Commission and other governmental agencies,

(c) orders of the Commission; (d) permits, certificates, and licenses issued by the

Commission; (e) documents and records in the files of the Commission which have been

PAGE 1 —JOINT REQUEST FOR OFFICIAL NOTICE OF THE BONNEVILLE POWER
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made part of the filein the regular course of performing the Commission’s duties; (f) generad,
technical or scientific facts within the specialized knowledge of the agency; (g) the results of
the Commission's or ALJ's own inspection of the physical conditions involved after notice to
the parties; (2) the Commission or the ALJ shall notify the parties when official noticeis
taken. The notice may be given on the record during the hearing or in findings of fact in a
proposed or final order. A party may object to the fact noticed within 15 days of that

notification. The objecting party may explain or rebut the noticed fact.”

[1.

On October 26, 2004, the Presiding Administrative Law Judge issued a Post Hearing
Report and Order noting that the evidentiary record in this proceeding was closed at the
conclusion of the hearing. October 26, 2004, Order at 2. The Commission, however,
distinguishes between record evidence filed or received at a hearing and evidence based on
official notice which may be taken at any time during a proceeding. (“With alimited exception
for evidence based upon official notice, the Commission’s final decision must be based on the
evidence in the administrative record received at the hearing.”) 2001 WL 522181 (Or. P.U.C.) at

*3, Re: Internal Operating Guidelines UM-1016, Order No. 01-253, March 26, 2001 (footnote

omitted).
V.
BPA and EWEB request Official Notice of the following documents:
1. Attachment A — Complaint Filed by Portland General Electric before the United States

Court of Federal Claims (Docket 04-009C), January 6, 2004 in Portland General Electric et
al v. United States of America

This 14-page document isalegal pleading that is subject to Officia Notice under OAR
860-014-0050 (a) as a matter of which the courts of the State of Oregon take judicial notice.
See Schmitz v. Yant, 409 P.2d 346, 242 Or. 308 (1965).

PAGE 2 — JOINT REQUEST FOR OFFICIAL NOTICE OF THE BONNEVILLE POWER
ADMINISTRATION AND THE EUGENE WATER AND ELECTRIC BOARD
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2. Attachment B — United States General Accounting Office Report to the Hon. Edward J.
Markey, U.S. House of Representatives — “Nuclear Regulation” “NRC’ s Assurances of
Decommissioning Funding During Utility Restructuring Could Be Improved” December
2001 — Report Number GAO-02-48

Thisis a65-page report of agovernmental agency, the United States General Accounting
Office (recently renamed the United States General Accountability Office), and thus may be
officialy noticed by the presiding Administrative Law Judge or the Commission under OAR
860-014-0050(b).

3. Attachment C — Acceptance and Priority Ranking & Annual Capacity Report — U.S.
Department of Energy — Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management — July 2004

Thisis a74-page report of a governmental agency; the U.S. Department of Energy,
which indicates the scheduling of acceptance of Spent Nuclear Fuel and/or High Level
Radioactive Waste by the Department of Energy and includes such a schedule for Spent Nuclear
Fuel from the Trojan Nuclear Plant. It may be officially noticed by the Administrative Law Jude
or the Commission under OAR 860-014-0050(b).

4. Attachment D — Trojan Nuclear Plant — Decommissioning Plan — PGE/1061 — (January 26,
1995)

Thisis adocument in excess of 200 pages and is the Decommissioning Plan submitted by
Portland General Electric to this Commission, such that it is a document in the files of the
Commission which have been made part of the file in Docket UE-88 during the regular course of
performance of the Commission’s duties and as part of the review leading to the Commission’s
Order No. 95-322 indicated above, such that it may be officially noticed by the Administrative
Law Judge or the Commission pursuant to OAR 860-014-0050(e).

/ / /
/ / /
/ / /
/ / /

! BPA and EWEB request Official Notice only of Section 5 of this lengthy document, approximately 20 pages of

textual material and tables. Asindicated in the index to this document attached here as part of Attachment D,
Section 5 of this document pertains to “Decommissioning Cost Estimate and Funding Plan.” Should the Presiding
Administrative Law Judge or the Commission so request, BPA and EWEB will supply six additional copies of the
entire Decommissioning Plan for use of the Commission. Should any party of record so request, BPA and EWEB
will provide one complete copy of the entire Decommissioning Plan to any party of record who so requests for use
of that party.

PAGE 3 — JOINT REQUEST FOR OFFICIAL NOTICE OF THE BONNEVILLE POWER
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WHEREFORE, BPA and EWEB request that the Presiding Administrative Law Judge

issue an order indicating that Official Notice of the foregoing documents has been taken in this

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

30

instant proceeding.

Respectfully submitted this 3rd day of November, 2004.

/s/  Geoffrey M. Kronick

Geoffrey M. Kronick — OSB #85260

Julie A. Bates — OSB #01200

Of Attorneys for the Bonneville Power Administration
Mail Routing LC-7, P O Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208-3621

(503) 230-4201

Facsimile (503) 230-7405

/sl Geoffrey M. Kronick for Thomas M. Grim
Thomas M. Grim — OSB #88218

Edward A. Finklea— OSB #84216

Cable Huston Benedict Haagensen & Lloyd, LLP
1001 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000

Portland, OR 97204-1136

Phone: (503) 224-3092

Facsimile: (503) 224-3176

Of Attorneys for the Eugene Water & Electric Board
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

OF OREGON

UM 1121

In the Matter of

OREGON ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY,
LLC, etal.

Joint Request for Official Notice of

the Bonneville Power Administration
and the Eugene Water & Electric Board
Application for Authorization to Acquire Portland
Genera Electric Company.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

|, Geoffrey M. Kronick, caused the foregoing “ Joint Request for Official Notice of the
Bonneville Power Administration and the Eugene Water & Electric Board” to be filed with the
Commission in thisinstant proceeding by causing an original and five true copies to be routed
via Federal Express overnight delivery service to Commission’s offices, c/o Ms. Annette Taylor,
at 550 Capitol Street, N.E. Suite 215, Salem, Oregon 97301-2551; and a single true copy to be
served upon the representatives of al parties indicated on the Official Service List compiled in
this proceeding by causing such copies to be deposited, postage prepaid, in areceptacle
maintained by the United States Postal Service for the receipt of mail, addressed to the following
named individuals taken from the Commission’s most recent service list indicated on the

electronic web page for this docket.

JIM ABRAHAMSON SUSAN K ACKERMAN GRIEG ANDERSON
COMMUNITY ACTION DIRECTORS OF NIPPC 5919W MILES ST.
OREGON PO BOX 10207 PORTLAND OR 97219
4035 12TH ST CUTOFF SE STE 110 PORTLAND OR 97296-0207

SALEM OR 97302



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE — DOCKET UM-1121

KEN BEESON

EUGENE WATER & ELECTRIC BOARD
500 EAST FOURTH AVENUE

EUGENE OR 97440-2148

J. LAURENCE CABLE

CABLE HUSTON BENEDICT ET AL
1001 SW 5TH AVE STE 2000
PORTLAND OR 97204-1136

JENNIFER CHAMBERLIN
STRATEGIC ENERGY LLC
2633 WELLINGTON COURT
CLYDE CA 94520

CHRIS CREAN

MULTNOMAH COUNTY

501 SE HAWTHORNE, SUITE 500
PORTLAND OR 97214

J JEFFREY DUDLEY

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC
121 SW SALMON ST 1WTC1301
PORTLAND OR 97204

JAMES F FELL
STOEL RIVES LLP

900 SW 5™ AVE STE 2600
PORTLAND OR 97204-1268

ANN L FISHER

AF LEGAL & CONSULTING SERVICES
1425 SW 20TH STE 202

PORTLAND OR 97201

ANN ENGLISH GRAVATT
RENEWABLE NORTHWEST PROJECT
917 SW OAK - STE 303

PORTLAND OR 97205

KIM BURT

WEST LINN PAPER COMPANY
4800 MILL ST

WEST LINN OR 97068

MICHAEL CARUSO
176 SW HEMLOCK
DUNDEE OR 97115

WILLIAM H CHEN

CONSTELLATION NEWENERGY, INC.

2175 N CALIFORNIA BLVD STE 300
WALNUT CREEK CA 94596

MELINDA J DAVISON

DAVISON VAN CLEVE PC

1000 SW BROADWAY STE 2460
PORTLAND OR 97205

GARY DUELL
11301 SE CHARVIEW COURT
CLACKAMAS, OR 97015

SCOTT FORRESTER
FRIENDS OF THE CLACKAMAS
RIVER

2030 NE 7™ PL

GRESHAM OR 97030

ANDREA FOGUE

LEAGUE OF OREGON CITIES
PO BOX 928

1201 COURT ST NE STE 200
SALEM OR 97308

PATRICK G. HAGER

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC
121 SW SALMON ST 1WTC0702
PORTLAND OR 97204

JULIE BRANDIS

ASSOCIATED OREGON INDUSTRIES
1149 COURT ST NE

SALEM OR 97301-4030

D KEVIN CARLSON

DOJ — GENERAL COUNSEL DIVISION
1162 COURT ST NE

SALEM, OR 97301-4096

JOAN COTE

OREGON ENERGY COORDINATORS
ASSOCIATION

2585 STATE ST NE

SALEM OR 97301

JIM DEASON

CABLE HUSTON BENEDICT
HAAGENSEN & LLOYD LLP
1001 SW FIFTH AVE STE 2000
PORTLAND OR 97204-1136

JASON EISDORFER

CITIZENS' UTILITY BOARD OF OREGON
610 SW BROADWAY STE 308
PORTLAND OR 97205

KATHERINE FUTORNICK
14800 NE BLUEBIRD HILL LANE
DAYTON OR 97114

LEONARD GIRARD
2169 SW KINGS COURT
PORTLAND OR 97205

ROY HENDERSON

PENSION ENHANCEMENT COMMITTEE
895 NW DALE AVE.

PORTLAND OR 97229
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MARY ANN HUTTON
CANON AND HUTTON
9999 NE WORDEN HILL RD
DUNDEE OR 97115-9174

MICHAEL L KURTZ
BOEHM, KURTZ & LOWRY
36 E 7TH ST STE 2110
CINCINNATI OH 45202

STEVEN G LINS
GLENDALE, CITY OF

613 E BROADWAY STE 220
GLENDALE CA 91206-4394

GORDON MCDONALD
PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT

825 NE MULTNOMAH STE 800
PORTLAND OR 97232

WILLIAM MILLER

IBEW

17200 NE SACRAMENTO
PORTLAND OR 97230

FRANK NELSON
543 WILLIAMETTE CT
MCMINNVILLE OR 97128

LISA F RACKNER

ATER WYNNE LLP

222 SW COLUMBIA ST STE 1800
PORTLAND OR 97201-6618

BRETT SWIFT

AMERICAN RIVERS

320 SW STARK ST, SUITE 418
PORTLAND OR 97204

JOE JANSSENS

PGE Pension Enhancement
Committee

24495 Butteville Rd. NE
Aurora Or 97002

ROCHELLE LESSNER
LANE, POWELL, SPEARS,
LUBERSKY LLP

601 SW 2ND AVE. STE. 2100
PORTLAND OR 97204

JAMES MANION

WARM SPRINGS POWER
ENTERPRISES

PO BOX 960

WARM SPRINGS OR 97761

DANIEL W MEEK
ATTORNEY AT LAW
10949 SW 4TH AVE
PORTLAND OR 97219

CHRISTY MONSON

LEAGUE OF OREGON CITIES
1201 COURT ST. NE STE. 200
SALEM OR 97301

NANCY NEWELL
3917 NE SKIDMORE
PORTLAND OR 97211

DONALD W SCHOENBECK

REGULATORY & COGENERATION

SERVICES, INC.
900 WASHINGTON ST STE 780
VANCOUVER WA 98660-3455

MITCHELL TAYLOR
ENRON CORPORATION
PO Box 1188

1221 LAMAR, SUITE 1600
HOUSTON TX 77251-1188

VALARIE KOSS
COLUMBIA RIVER PUD
PO BOX 1193

ST HELENS OR 97051

KEN LEWIS
2880 NW ARIEL TERRACE
PORTLAND OR 97210

LLOYD K MARBET

DON'T WASTE OREGON
19142 S BAKERS FERRY RD
BORING OR 97009

THAD MILLER

OREGON ELECTRIC UTILITY CO

222 SW COLUMBIA STREET STE 1850
PORTLAND OR 97201-6618

MICHAEL MORGAN
TONKON TORP LLP
888 SW 5TH AVE STE 1600
PORTLAND OR 97204-2099

JAMES NOTEBOOM

KARNOPP PETERSEN NOTEBOOM
ET AL

1201 NW WALL ST STE 300

BEND OR 97701

JOHN W STEPHENS

ESLER STEPHENS & BUCKLEY
888 SW FIFTH AVE STE 700
PORTLAND OR 97204-2021

LAURENCE TUTTLE

CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
EQUITY

610 SW ALDER #1021
PORTLAND OR 97205
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BENJAMIN WALTERS

CITY OF PORTAND OFFICE OF
CITY ATTORNEY

1221 SW 4TH AVE - RM 430
PORTLAND OR 97204

S. BRADLEY VAN CLEVE
DAVISON VAN CLEVE PC

1000 SW BROADWAY STE 2460
PORTLAND OR 97205

STEVEN WEISS ROBIN WHITE

NORTHWEST ENERGY PORTLAND BOMA

COALITION 1211 SW 5TH AVE STE 2722-

4422 OREGON TRAIL CT NE MEZZANINE

SALEM OR 97305 PORTLAND OR 97201
REBECCA SHERMAN

LINDA K WILLIAMS
KAFOURY & MCDOUGAL
10266 SW LANCASTER RD
PORTLAND OR 97219-6305

HYDROPOWER REFORM
COALITION

320 SW STARK ST, SUITE 429
PORTLAND OR, 97204

Dated this 3rd day of November 2004 at Portland, Oregon.

Geoffrey M. Kronick

Of Attorneys for the Bonneville Power Administration
Routing LC-7 — P O Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

(503) 230-4201

Facsimile (503) 230-7405

E-mail — gmkronick@bpa.gov

Gkronick:gk:4201 (LF-W-KRONICK-UM-1121CERTIFICATEOFSERVICE110304.DOC)

MICHAEL T WEIRICH
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
1162 COURT ST NE

SALEM OR 97301-4096

LORNE WHITTLES

EPCOR MERCHANT & CAPITAL (US),
INC.

1161 W RIVER ST STE 250

BOISE ID 83702

JEANNE L ARANA

OR HOUSING & COMMUNITY SERV
DEPT

PO BOX 14508

SALEM OR 97301
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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT RECEIPT CO
OF FEDERAL CLAIMS
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC )
COMPANY, an Oregon corporation, ) &2
) %=
THE CITY OF EUGENE, OREGON, ) S
acting by and through the ) o
EUGENE WATER AND ELECTRIC ) & i O O ‘
BOARD, a municipal utility ' ) il"Action No.__~ : :-,
corporation of the State of Oregon, ) =
) o
and ) I
| | ) RECEIVED
PACIFICORP, an Oregon corporation, ) -
) ;
Plaintiffs, ) JAN 6 2004
) OFFICE OF THE CLERK
V. ) U.S. COURT OF FEDERAL CLAINS
)
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )
: )
Defendant. )
COMPLAINT

Plaintiffs, Portland General Electric Company (“PGE”), the City of Eugene, Oregon,
acting by and through the Eugene Water and Electric Board (“EWEB”), and PacifiCorp
(“Pacific”), for their Complaiﬁt against Defendant, United States of America, state as follows:

PARTIES

1. Plaintiff PGE is an Oregon corporation with its registered office and principal
place of business in Portland, Oregon. PGE owns 67.5 percent of and operated the nuclear
generating plant known as the Trojan Nuclear Power Plant (“Trojan”) near Rainier, Oregon.
Trojan began commercial operation in 1975 and was formally shut down in January, 1993.

2. Plaintiff EWEB is an Oregon municipal utility corporation with its principal place

of business in Eugene, Oregon. EWEB owns 30 percent of Trojan and has been responsible for



30 percent of all costs of operation of Trojan, and has reimbursed PGE for such costs pursuant to
the Operating Agreement.

3. Plaintiff Pacific is an Oregon corporation with its registered office and principal
place of business in Portland, Oregon. Pacific owns 2.5 percent of Trojan and has been
responsible for 2.5 percent of all costs of operation of Trojan, and has reimbursed PGE for all
costs pursuant to the Operating Agreement.

4. Since PGE, EWEB and Pacific have paid and are jointly responsible according to
their respective oWnership shares for all costs and expenses described herein, unless otherwise
noted, they will be jointly referred to as the “Plaintiffs.’;

5. Defendant United States of America is a sovereign entity that is obligated to
honor the terms of its contracts, and is subject to the requirements of applicaiale law, including
the Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution.

. 6. The United States Department of Energy (“DOE”) is a department within the
Executive Branch authorized to make contracts for the disposition of high level waste (“HLW™)

and spent nuclear fuel (“SNF”) and to dispose of HLW/SNF.

JURISDICTION
7. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant to 28
U.S.C. 1491(a)(1).
NATURE OF THIS ACTION
8. This is an action for breach of contract.

SUMMARY OF PLAINTIFFS’ CLAIMS

9. PGE operated a nuclear power plant for purposes of generating electricity from

the beginning of Trojan’s commercial operation in 1975, until its shut down and defueling in

January, 1993.



10. On June 13, 1983, PGE, on behalf of itself, EWEB, ahd Pacific Power & Light (a
predecessor-in-interest of Pacific), entered into a written contract with the Defendant known as
the Contract for Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and/or High-Level Radioactive Waste, U.S.
Department of Energy Contract No. DE-CRO1-83NE4406, Audit # 3591 (the “Contract”),
whereby the Plaintiffs agreed to purchase DOE’s services for disposal of HLW/SNF produced at
the Trojan facility. The Contract is attached as Exhibit 1 to this Complaint.

11.  Under the Contract, Plaintiffs were required to make payments to Defendant in
return for which the Defendant agreed to dispose of HLW/SNF beginning no later than
January 31, 1998.

12. Plaintiffs timely made all payments required under the Contract, totaling
approximately $104.9 million. Under the Contract, when PGE ceased operating Trojan in 1993,
Plaintiffs’ obligation to continue making payments to the Defendant for the removal of the
HLW/SNF ceased. Thus, Plaintiffs have fulfilled all of their obligations under the Contract.

13. | The Defendant failed to begin taking HLW/SNF by January 31, 1998, as required
by the Contract, and announced that it will not begin to fulfill its contractual obligations until
2010, at the earliest.

14.  The Defendant’s actions amount to a breach of both the express terms of the
Contract and the duty of good faith and fair dealing implied therein. Plaintiffs paid the specified
fees for HLW/SNF removal, but Defendant has failed to remove the HLW/SNF. As a result
Plaintiffs have incurred costs of constructing and operating alternative storage facilities.

15.  Defendant has received approximately $104.9 million from Plaintiffs pursuant to
the Contract. Notwithstanding its breach, Defendant has retained all of the monies it received for

removal of Plaintiffs’ HLW/SNF and earned interest thereon.

\
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16.  For relief, Plaintiffs seek damages to compensate them for breach of contract.

17.  No administrative procedures apply to this case. Yankee Atomic Electric Co. v.
United States, 42 Fed. Cl. 223 (1998), aff’d 225 F.2d 1336 (Fed. Cir. 00). As‘set forth in Yankee
Atomic, the Contract is not subject to the Contract Disputes Act, 41U.S.C. §§601-612, id., and
the Contract itself preserves Plaintiffs’ rights to all remedies available at law and to other
remedies as provided for by the Contract.

STATEMENT OF FACTS
SNF/HLW and the NWPA

18. SNF/HLW is made up of toxic and radioactive substances and results from the
use of nuclear reactors. SNF/HLW must be specially maintained in isolated disposal facilities.

19. Congress enacted the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (“NWPA™) in 1982. The NWPA
codified and specifically recognized the federal government’s “responsibility to provide for the
permanent disposal of high-level radioactive waste and such spent nuclear fuel as may be
disposed of in order to protect the public health and safety and the environment....” 42 U.S.C.
§ 10131(a)(4).

20. The NWPA set out a process for storage and disposal of HLW/SNF. The NWPA
authorized the Secretary of Energy to enter into contracts with owners and generators of
HLW/SNF to dispose of HLW/SNF. Pursuant to section 302 of the NWPA, a standard contract
(the “Standard Contract™) for the disposal of HLW/SNF was developed. 10 C.F.R. § 961.11.

The Contract

21. On June 13, 1983, Plaintiffs entered into the Standard Contract with Defendant to
remove HLW/SNF from Trojan. As set forth above, under the Contract, Plaintiffs were

obligated to pay fees to Defendant for the removal of the HLW/SNF. Plaintiffs have fully



complied with that obligation and timely paid all fees due under the Coﬁtract. Specifically,
Plaintiffs have paid approximately $104.9 million to Défendant under the Contract.

22. The Contract makes clear that “DOE is obligated and willing to provide such
disposal services [for HLW/SNF] under the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth....”
Exhibit 1, Preamble at 2.

23. Under the “Scope” of the Contract, DOE is specifically obligated to abide by a
time schedule: “[t]he services to be provided by DOE under this contract shall begin, after
commencement of facility operations, not later than January 31, 1998 and shall continue until
such time as all SNF and/or HLW from the civilian nuclear power reactors ... has been disposed
of” Id., Article II at 6 (emphasis added).

24. Though disposal was generally to be prioritized by the age of the HLW/SNF, the
Contract specifically provided that “[n]otwithstanding the agé of the SNF and/or HLW, priority
may be accorded any SNF and/or HLW removed from a civilian nuclear power reactor that has
reached the end of its useful life or has been shut down permanently for whatever reason.”
Contract, Exhibit 1, Article VL.B.1(b) at 15. (Emphasis added.)

25. The Trojan reactor has been shut down since 1993. Thus, under this provision,
Plaintiffs’ HLW/SNF could, should, and would have been given priority ranking for disposal
under the Contract.

26. The Contract also sets forth the HLW/SNF producer’s responsibilities. Id.,
Article IV.A at 6-8. In addition, the Contract sets forth specific fees and terms of payment. Id.,
Article VIII af 17-23. Specifically, the Contract recognizes the “Effect of Payment.” Id,

Article VIILD at 22. In that regard, the Contract states: “[u}pon payment of all applicable fees,
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interest and penalties on unpaid or underpaid amounts, the Purchaser shall have no further
financial obligation to DOE for the disposal of the accepted SNF and/or HLW.” Id.

The Government’s Breach

27.  The Defendant was obligated, under the Contract, to begin disposing of
HLW/SNF by January 31, 1998. As set forth above, the Contract also recognized the propriety
of a priority for HLW/SNF to be removed from shut down reactors like Trojan.

28.  Despite the Defendant’s unambiguous obligation to begin disposing of HLW/SNF
by January 31, 1998, the Defendant has wholly failed to dispose of any HLW/SNF.

29. In the 21 years since the NWPA was enacted, DOE has wholly failed to
implement the HLW/SNF program set forth in the NWPA and has failed to meet fts obligation to
dispose of Trojan’s HLW/SNF as provided for in the Contract. Moreover, it has consistently
disregarded the priority for shut down plants recognized in the Contract.

30.  While the Contract sets forth specific methods for the establishment of delivery
commitment schedules, Defendant instead instructed Plaintiffs to provide schedules in
accordance with DOE’s announced annual capacity for the program. That capacity was both
increasingly and unrealistically restrictive and inconsistent with DOE’s contractual obligation to
dispose of Plaintiffs’ HLW/SNF.

31.  Nevertheless, Plaintiffs timely provided delivery commitment schedules pursuant
to DOE’s instructions. But for Defendant’s wrongful instructions, Plaintiffs would not have
submitted those schedules. The schedules that Plaintiffs were directed to submit were
inconsistent with Defendant’s contractual obligation to dispose of the HLW/SNF.

32.  Plaintiffs have also submitted final delivery schedules for the disposal of Trojan’s
HLW/SNF in conformance with DOE’s wrongful instructions and unrealistically restrictive

annual capacity estimates for the HLW/SNF disposal program. Plaintiffs would not have



submitted such schedules but for DOE’s wrongful instructions. While DOE’s Contract with
Plaintiffs requires that DOE approve or disapprove of the schedules submitted by Plaintiffs
within 60 days of their submission, DOE has failed to do so.

33. At least as early as 1989, DOE announced that it would not open an HLW/SNF
repository until 2010 at the earliest.

34. Defendant’s failure to prepare HLW/SNF disposal facilities caused various states
and utilities, including Plaintiffs, to doubt whether the Defendant would fulfill its contractual
obligations under the standard contracts.

35. In 1993, various utilities and states wrote to DOE to demand assurances that it
would honor its contractual obligations.

36. On April 28, 1995, DOE issued its “Final Interpretation of Nuclear Waste
Acceptance Issues” (“Final Interpretation”). 60 Fed. Reg. 21,793 (1995). In the Final
Interpretation, DOE insisted that it did not have an unconditional statutory or contractual
obligation to accept HLW/SNF beginning on January 1, 1998, in the absence of repositories or
interim storage facilities constructed under the NWPA.

37. In anticipation of DOE’s failure to honor its contractual obligation to begin
accepting HLW/SNF on January 1, 1998 -- which could, should, and would have entailed a
priority for HLW/SNF from Trojan as a shut down plant -- and as a means of mitigating their
damages from Defendant’s breach, Plaintiffs decided to construct an Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation (“ISFSI”) rather than retain the SNF in its wet storage facility. The ISFSI is
a dry storage facility utilizing concrete casks for containment. The ISFSI will reduce operation
and maintenance costs related to the continued storage of SNF at Trojan by more than $8 million

per year, as compared to wet storage. Had the Defendant adhered to the schedule set forth in the



Contract -- according priority to HLW/SNF from shut down plants -- Plaintiffs would not have
constructed the ISFSI facility. However, Defendant’s conduct -- including its failure even by
1993 to begin construction of the HLW/SNF storage facility and to announce a priority for
HLW/SNF from shut down plants -- required that Plaintiffs construct the ISFSI as a means of
reducing their ongoing storage costs and thus mitigating their damages.

38.  Numerous states and nuclear facilities (not including Plaintiffs) filed a petition for
review of DOE’s Final Interpretation in the United States Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit.

39.  The U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit ruled on that
petition on July 23, 1996 in Indiana Michigan Power Co. v. Department of Energy, 88 F.3d 1272
(D.C. Cir. 1996). The Court noted that NWPA section 302(a)(5)(B) did not condition DOE;s
obligation to dispose of HLW/SNF on thé commencement of the operation of a repository: “In
(B), Congress imposed no such condition, but rather directed the beginning of the Secretary’s
duty as ‘no later than January 31, 1998,” without qualification or condition. The only limitation
placed on the Secretary’s duties under (B) is that that duty is ‘in return for the payment of fees
established by this section.”” Id. at 1276. Thus, the D.C. Circuit made clear that payment of fees
by the utilities was the only contractual precondition for DOE’s obligation to dispose of the
HLW/SNF by a date certain. Id.

40. In contravention of the Circuit Court’s ruling in Indiana Michigan, DOE
announced in December 1996 that it would not begin to disposé of HLW/SNF by the January 31,
1998 deadline. DOE suggested that this delay was “unavoidable” and thus might be excused

under Article IX of the Standard Contract. DOE invited utilities to comment on the delay.



.

41.  On January 31, 1997, a number of utilities (not including Plaintiffs) filed a
petition for a writ of mandamus in the D.C. Circuit to compel DOE to comply with the D.C.
Circuit’s ruling in Indiana Michigan and to fulfill its unconditional obligations under the NWPA
in the Standard Contract.

42. On June 3, 1997, DOE issued a letter responding to the comments submitted by
utility signatories to the Standard Contract. In that letter, DOE stated that it had “preliminarily
determined” that the delay in disposing of HLW/SNF was unavoidable. A June3, 1997
contracting officer’s preliminary determination to that effect was attached to the June 3 letter.
That preliminary determination was entitled “Contracting Officer’s Preliminary Determination
That the Department of Energy’s Delay in Beginning Spent Fuel Disposal Was Unavoidable.”
In this preliminary determination, DOE’s purported difficulties in preparing permanent
geological disposal sites to store HLW/SNF were described. DOE contended that the failure to
construct those sites excused it from any obligation for a financial _remedy to the signatories of
the Standard Contract or from any purported delay, because the delay was unavoidable.

43.  DOE’s position as expressed in that June 3, 1997 letter and in the contracting
officer’s preliminary determination was rejected by the D.C. Circuit in Northern States Power
Co. v. United States, 128 F.3d 754 (D.C. Cir. 1997). The Northern States Power opinion made
clear that the D.C. Circuit would not permit DOE to “absolve itself from bearing the cost of its
delay if the delay is caused by the Government’s own acts.” Id. at 760.

44.  The Court ordered “DOE to proceed with contractual remedies in a manner
consistent with NWPA’s command that it undertake an unconditional 6b1igation to begin
disposal of the SNF by January 31, 1998. More specifically, we preclude DOE from concluding

that its delay is unavoidable on the ground that it has not yet prepared a permanént repository or



that it has no authority to provide storage in the interim.” Id. The Court specifically rejected
DOE’s argument that its performance of the contract was unavoidably delayed because it did not
have an operational repository, as the exact same argument that the court had dismissed in
Indiana Michigan. 1d.

45. The holding by the D.C. Circuit in Northern States Power thus explicitly estops
the Defendant from arguing that any liability it faces for breach of the Contract is excused by
unavoidable delay or impossibility.

46. In an Order issued May 5, 1998, the D.C. Circuit reaffirmed its ruling in Northern
States Power. Northern States Power Co. v. United States, 1998 U.S. App. LEXIS 12919 (D.C.
Cir. May 5, 1998). While the D.C. Circuit refused to issue an Order compelling DOE to accept
HLW/SNF, it reiterated that its decision in Northern States Power “barred” DOE from claiming
that the Contract provided “only a contingent disposal obligation.” Id. at *3.

47. On November 30, 1998, the Supreme Court declined to issue a writ of certiorari to
review the D.C. Circuit’s ruling. Dept. of Energy v. Northern States Power, et al., 67 U.S.L.W.
3361 (1998); see also Michigan, et al. v. Dept. of Energy, et al., 67 US.L.W. 3361 (1993).
Thus, that ruling is now final.

48. Despite the rulings in Indiana Michigan and Northern States Power, the
Defehdant has wholly failed to honor its contractual obligation to accept HLW/SNF. Not only
did the Defendant fail to do so by the contractual and statutory deadline of January 31, 1998, but
to date, the Defendant has failed to dispose of any HLW/SNF. In fact, the Defendant has stated
that it will not begin to dispose of HLW/SNF until 2010, at the earliest.

Status of Trojan’s HLW/SNF

49, As Trojan was a closed facility, its HLW/SNF could, should, and would have

received priority for disposal under the Contract. Now, instead of January 31, 1998, DOE has
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stated that it would not begin to take HLW/SNF until 2010 at the earliest. In fact, under DOE’s
latest schedule, the last of Trojan’s HLW/SNF would not be taken until 2039. Moreover, DOE’s
statement provides no guarantee that HLW/SNF would actually begin to be disposed of even in
2010 or that Trojan’s HLW/SNF would be given priority.

50.  Had disposal begun in January 1998 -- and shut down plants been given priority --
the last of Trojan’s HLW/SNF would have been taken by 2002.

51.  Due to the Defendant’s statements and actions making clear that it would not
remove or dispose of Trojan’s HLW/SNF in a timely manner, Plaintiffs were forced to construct
the ISFSI in order to avoid the high cost of continued wet storage of SNF and thus mitigate
damages from Defendant’s breach. The capital cost of constructing the ISFSI is approximately
$88.1 million. |

52.  In addition, Plaintiffs face costs for the operation and maintenance of the ISFSI
beginning in 2004 and continuing until DOE accepts the last of Trojan’s HLW/SNF. These costs
amount to approximately $4 million per year, adjusted as appropriate for inflation.

53.  Building the ISFSI provided a less costly method for Plaintiffs to store SNF than
wet storage, since operation and maintenam.:e costs are less for the ISFSI dry storage facility.
Thus, construction of the ISFSI mitigated the damages Plaintiffs would have incurred had
Plaintiffs continued to store SNF in wet storage.

54.  If Defendant continues to ignore its obligations under the Contract, and/or
continues to demonstrate its intentions to refuse to dispose of the Trojan HLW/SNF, Plaintiffs

reserve all rights to assert new and separate claims in the future founded upon those actions.
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CLAIMS FOR RELIEF
Count I
Breach of Contract

55. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of Paragraphs 1 through 54 |
above, as if stated herein.

56.-  The Contract created an unconditional obligation that upon payment by Plaintiffs
of fees specified under the Contract, DOE would dispose of HLW/SNF beginning no later than
January 31, 1998.

_ 57. Defendant could, should, and would have accorded priority, in its disposal
program for HLW/SNF from shut down plants.

58. DOE’s fgilure to begin disposing of the HLW/SNF by January 31, 1998 and its
statements that it would not begin to dispose of the HLW/SNF until 20‘10 at the earliest, and that
it would not complete disposal of Trojan’s HLW/SNF before 2039, are breaches by the
Defendant of its unconditional express obligations under the Contract.

59.  Those breaches entailed a failure to accord priority to the disposal of HLW/SNF
from shut down plants.

60. Asa direct and proximate result of the Defendant’s breach of the Contract,
Plaintiffs have been damaged. Plaintiffs have incurred and will incur additional costs associated
with the construction, and continued operation and maintenance, of the ISFSI facilities.
Moreover, Plaintiffs have been deprived and will be deprived of the use of the real property
required for construction of the ISFSI facilities, and the use of all the real property comprising
the Trojan site.

61.  As a result, the Defendant is liable to Plaintiffs for damages for its breach of

contract in the amount of at least $217 million.
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Count 11

Breach of Contract

(Breach of Implied Duty of Good Faith and Fair Dealing)

62. Piaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of Paragraphs 1 through 61
above, as if stated herein.

63.  The Contract between Plaintiffs and DOE imposed an implied duty of good faith
and fair dealing on DOE. Inter alia, that duty required DOE to accord priority to HLW/SNF
from shut down plants such as Trojan. |

64-. DOE breached its duty of good faith and fair dealing by its failure to make
progress on the disposal of HLW/SNF as provided in the Contract, its failure to begin disposing
of the Trojan HLW/SNF by January 31, 1998, its statements that it would not begin to dispose of
the HLW/SNF until 2010 at the earliest, and that it would not complete disposal of Trojan’s
HLW/SNF before 2039, and its failure to acknowledge a priority for disposai of HLW/SNF from
shut down plants.

65.  As a direct and proximate result of the breach of DOE’s duty of good faith and
fair dealing, Plaintiffs have been damaged. Plaintiffs have incurred and will continue to incur
additional costs assoqiated with the construction, and continued operation and maintenance, of
the ISFSI facilities. In addition, Plaintiffs have been deprived and will be deprived of the use of
the real property required for construction of the ISFSI facilities, and the use of all the real
property comprising the Trojan site.

66.  As a result, Defendant is liable to Plaintiffs for damages for its breach of the

implied duty of good faith and fair dealing in the amount of at least $217 million.
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand the following relief against the United States:

A. Damages for the breach of contract in the amount of at least $217 million;

B. Any and all interest, costs, and attorneys’ fees permitted by law; and

C. Any and all other relief, as this Court deems just and proper.

Of Counsel:

David A. Aamodt

Portland General Electric Company
121 S.W. Salmon Street

Portland, Oregon 97204
Telephone: (503) 464-8861

G. Kevin Kiely

Cable Huston Benedict Haagensen
& Lloyd, LLP

1001 S.W. 5th Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204-1136

Telephone: (503) 224-3092

Natalie L. Hocken

PacifiCorp

825 N.E. Multnomah Street, Suite 1800
Portland, Oregon 97232

Telephone: (503) 813-7205

Tegan M. Flynn

Vinson & Elkins L.L.P.

The Willard Office Building, Suite 600
1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004-1008
Telephone: (202) 639-6598

Dated: January 6, 2004
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Michael J. Henke

Vinson & Elkins L.L.P.

The Willard Office Building, Suite 600
1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004-1008
Telephone: (202) 639-6529
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The Honorable Edward J. Markey
House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Markey:

This report responds to your request that we review how the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission ensures, in a period of economic deregulation and
restructuring of the electricity industry, that sufficient funds will be
available to decommission nuclear power plants after the plants are
permanently shut down.

Unless you publicly announce its contents earlier, we plan no further
distribution of this report until 30 days after the date of this letter. At that
time, we will send copies to the appropriate congressional committees; the
Chairman, Nuclear Regulatory Commission; and the Director, Office of
Management and Budget. We will also make copies available to others
upon request.

Please contact me at (202) 512-3841 if you or your staff have any questions
about this report. Key contributors to this report are listed in appendix II.
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(Ms.) Gary L. Jones
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Executive Summary

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has licensed 125 commercial
nuclear power plants to operate in the United States, each for a finite
number of years. For safety reasons, after a licensee retires a plant, the
licensee must eventually dismantle it. The spent (used) fuel is removed
from the nuclear reactor and usually stored at the plant site until the fuel
can be removed for disposal. The other radioactive wastes from
dismantling the plant are shipped to one or more off-site disposal facilities.
Upon completion of this process, called “decommissioning,” the plant site
can be reused for other purposes.

The costs of decommissioning, which vary according to the size of the
plant and the level of contamination, generally fall within the range of
$300 million to $400 million per plant. To ensure the availability of
adequate funds to pay for this process, NRC requires its licensees to select
a method or combination of methods for financing future
decommissioning activities from among the acceptable methods specified
in its regulations. '

Traditionally, plant owners amass decommissioning funds through
charges imbedded in predetermined electricity rates, which state utility
commissions and/or the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission regulate.

- However, with the deregulation of the electric utility industry in many
states, a competitive market instead of regulated rates now determines the
price that some plant owners can charge for producing electricity.
Consequently, these plant owners can no longer collect decommissioning
funds through the traditional method.

Deregulation has led many states and their electric utilities to restructure
much of their electricity industry to separate the producers of electricity
from those who transmit and distribute (sell) electricity to customers. As
part of this restructuring, the ownership and/or operation of plants has
changed for more than half of the nuclear power plants in the United
States. Since 1998, for example, utilities that own all or part of eight
nuclear plants have contracted the operation of these plants to other
companies. And other utilities have sold or are in the process of selling all
or part of 15 plants. Finally, the reorganizations and mergers of electric
utilities have resulted in the transfer of licenses for more than 30 plants to
companies formed specifically to produce electricity. The number of these
transfers highlights the importance of NRC’s regulatory role in ensuring
that new licensees are financially qualified to operate, maintain, and
eventually decommission these plants. The transfers also underscore the
need for consistent financial disclosure of decommissioning liabilities to
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Executive Summary

the potential investors in new companies formed, at least in part, to
produce electricity from nuclear power plants.

Concerned about the adequacy of decommissioning funds, particularly in
deregulated markets, Representative Edward Markey asked GAO to
determine how (1) transfers of licenses to operate or own nuclear power
plants have affected assurances that adequate funds will be available to
operate and decommission these plants, (2) various site cleanup standards
and proposed new decommissioning methods affect projected
decommissioning costs, and (3) changes in financial reporting standards
affect the disclosure and funding of decommissioning liabilities.

Background

Before transferring a license to a new plant owner, NRC requires the
prospective owner to demonstrate that it has both the technical ability and
financial backing to safely own and operate the plant. NRC also requires
owners to demonstrate that they will accumulate a prescribed minimum
amount of funds to pay for the eventual decommissioning of their plants.
Owners must ensure that these funds will be available by choosing one or
a combination of the following options:

periodic deposits (at least annually) into a trust fund outside of the
owner's control;

prepayment of the entire estimated decommissioning liability into a trust
fund outside of the owner’s control;

obtaining a surety bond, insurance, letter of credit, or line of credit
payable to a trust established for decommissioning costs; or
guaranteeing the payment of decommissioning costs, provided that the
guarantor (usually an affiliate or parent company to the owner) passes
specific financial tests.

Until recently, essentially all plant owners chose to accumulate
decommissioning funds through periodic deposits. However, in September
1998, NRC amended its regulations to restrict the use of this option in
deregulated markets. Under the amended regulations, owners may rely on
periodic deposits only to the extent that those deposits are guaranteed
through regulated rates charged to consumers. In conjunction, NRC has
issued written procedures, called a “standard review plan”, describing how
its staff should determine the adequacy of a prospective owner’s financial
qualifications to operate its plant(s) and its proposed method(s) for
assuring the availability of funds to eventually decommission the plant(s).
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Executive Summary

Results in Brief

To estimate future decommissioning costs, plant owners may use a
mathematical formula that is provided in NRC’s regulations or a site-
specific estimate, if the costs developed from it are higher. The formula
assumes that plant sites will be cleaned up in compliance with NRC’s
standards. By the time that a plant is decommissioned, however, other
cleanup standards could apply. For example, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has more restrictive cleanup standards that
could, in some circumstances, be applied to a nuclear power plant site,
and some states are establishing cleanup standards for decommissioning
nuclear power plants and/or other nuclear facilities.

In most of the requests to transfer licenses to own or operate nuclear
power plants that NRC has approved, the financial arrangements have
either maintained or enhanced the assurance that adequate funds will be
available to decommission those plants. Owners relying on outside
companies to operate their plants have retained the responsibility for
financing the future decommissioning of these plants and continue to
collect funds for this purpose through their economically regulated sales
of electricity. When new owners purchased all or parts of 15 plants from
utility companies, the level of assurance was enhanced through the
prepayment of the decommissioning trust funds and guarantees from
affiliate or parent companies to pay any remaining decommissioning costs.
However, when new owners proposed to continue relying on periodic
deposits to external sinking funds, NRC's reviews were not always
rigorous enough to ensure that decommissioning funds would be
adequate. Moreover, NRC did not always adequately verify the new
owners’ financial qualifications to safely own and operate the plants.
Accordingly, GAO is making a recommendation to ensure a more
consistent review process for license transfer requests.

Varying cleanup standards and proposed new decommissioning methods
introduce additional uncertainty about the costs of decommissioning
nuclear power plants in the future. Plants decommissioned in compliance
with NRC’s requirements may, under certain conditions, also have to meet,
at higher cost, more stringent EPA or state standards. New
decommissioning methods being considered by NRC, which involve
leaving more radioactive waste on-site, could reduce short-term
decommissioning costs yet increase costs over the longer term. Moreover,
they would raise significant technical and policy issues concerning the
disposal of low-level radioactive waste at plant sites instead of in regulated
disposal facilities. Adding to cost uncertainty, NRC allows plant owners to
wait until 2 years before their license is terminated—relatively late in the
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Principal Findings

decommissioning process—to perform overall radiological assessments to
determine whether any residual radiation anywhere at the site will need
further clean-up in order to meet NRC's site release standards.
Accordingly, GAO is recommending that NRC reconcile its proposed
decommissioning methods with existing waste disposal regulations and
policies and require licensees to assess their plant sites for contamination
earlier in the decommissioning process.

Changes to the Financial Accounting Standards Board’s financial reporting
standard will require, for the first time, owners of facilities that require
significant end-of-life cleanup expenditures—such as nuclear power
plants—to consistently report estimated decommissioning costs as
liabilities in their financial statements. When this standard takes effect in
mid-2002, many companies that are licensed by NRC to own nuclear
power plants will have to change their current financial-reporting
practices, and the reporting of estimated decommissioning costs will
become more uniform. However, the new accounting standard is not
intended to, and will not, establish a legal requirement that these licensees
set aside adequate funding for decommissioning costs.

Effect of License Transfers
on Decommissioning
Funding

The level of assurance that adequate decommissioning funds will be
available when licensees retire nuclear power plants has remained the
same or increased for most of the license transfers that NRC has reviewed
and approved. When plant owners contracted out the operation of their
plants, NRC required the owners to continue collecting decommissioning
funds through their regulated electricity rates, thus maintaining the
previous level of assurance. When NRC reviewed and approved the sale of
all or parts of 15 plants to new generating companies, the level of
assurance was enhanced because the selling utilities generally prepaid the
projected decommissioning funds. To the extent that a few
decommissioning trust funds were not fully prepaid, either the selling
utility or the new owners’ affiliated or parent companies provided
additional guarantees consistent with NRC’s requirements.

In instances when new owners continued to rely on periodic deposits to
the transferred trust funds, however, NRC'’s review process did not

consistently result in the same level of assurance that decommissioning
funds would be adequate when the owners’ plants shut down. For ‘
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example, when a new company formed through a merger applied to
transfer the licenses for the ownership of all or parts of 20 plants,
including 4 retired plants, NRC did not verify whether there were
contractual arrangements to transfer the decommissioning funds collected
for the plants into the trust funds for those plants. Also, for the four plants
that had permanently shut down, NRC did not request that the new owner
(1) provide any more information on the status or plans for these
prematurely shut down plants than it had for the 16 plants that were
operating or (2) demonstrate how the owner planned to acquire the
additional decommissioning funds as it had for another retired plant.

For the most part, NRC's reviews of new owners’ financial qualifications
have enhanced the level of assurance that they will safely own and operate
their plants in a deregulated environment and not need to shut them down
prematurely. However, NRC did not obtain the same degree of financial
assurance in the case of one merger that created a new generating
company that is now responsible for owning, operating, and
decommissioning the largest fleet of nuclear plants in the United States.
This new owner did not provide, and NRC did not request, guaranteed
additional sources of revenue above the market sale of its electricity, as
other new owners had. Moreover, NRC did not document its review of the
financial information—including revenue projections, which were
inaccurate—that the new owner submitted to justify its quahﬁcatlons to
safely own and operate 16 plants.

Effect of Regulatory
Policies on
Decommissioning Costs

Varying radiation cleanup standards and the possibility that NRC will
approve alternative decommissioning methods are two of the most
significant factors that add uncertainty to estimates of future
decommissioning costs. Depending on future circumstances, for example,
plants decommissioned according to NRC’s radiation cleanup standards
could also have to meet more stringent EPA or state standards, potentially
increasing the cost of decommissioning. EPA has indicated that if NRC
does not tighten its standards, EPA could reconsider its policy of
exempting decommissioned nuclear plant sites from the stricter cleanup
standards that EPA enforces under the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (also
known as CERCLA or Superfund). In addition, the states of Maine,
Massachusetts, New York, and New Jersey have already adopted radiation
cleanup standards stricter than NRC’s, and more states may do so. These
stricter standards will require plant owners to incur significant additional
decommissioning costs; for example, officials from one plant estimate that
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Maine’s standard will add $25 million to $30 million to the
decommissioning costs for that plant.

Alternative decommissioning methods under consideration for NRC’s
approval would have an unknown affect on overall decommissioning
costs. Because the methods involve leaving more radioactive waste on-
site—either buried as rubble or encased within the reactor containment
structure—they would reduce the waste-disposal component of
decommissioning costs. However, they could add considerably to long-
term costs because of the need for extended institutional control of the
sites. Moreover, these methods appear to conflict with NRC’s technical
requirements for licensing low-level radioactive waste disposal facilities.
In addition, the proposed methods may run counter to the policy
expressed in the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act,
which encourages states to manage low-level radioactive wastes on a
regional basis and to provide centralized disposal facilities.

Another potentially significant factor contributing to the uncertainty about
decommissioning cost is the lack of information on the degree of .
contamination at some plant sites. NRC’s decommissioning requirements
allow plant owners to wait until 2 years before the proposed license
termination date to perform an overall survey of their plant sites for
radiation contamination. Postponing the survey until this late in the
decommissioning process increases the risk that owners will incur
unplanned cleanup expenses after significant portions of the available
decommissioning funds have already been expended.

Disclosure of Liability for
Decommissioning Costs

The Financial Accounting Standards Board has adopted a new financial
reporting standard that, beginning in mid-2002, should result in more
uniform reporting of decommissioning costs. Currently, companies
disclose their liability for decommissioning costs using a number of
different methods, making comparisons by investors difficult. Under the
new standard, companies must report estimated decommissioning costs as
liabilities in their financial statements, using a specified method to
calculate the amount of the liability. However, the new standard applies
not just to nuclear power plants but to other industries as well, and the
method specified differs from the method that NRC requires for nuclear
power plant licensees. The new standard will have no legal or regulatory
affect on the actual accumulation of decommissioning funds and is not
intended to do so. :
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Recommendations for
Executive Action

To ensure that the decommissioning assurance methods and financial
qualifications of all new plant owners are consistently verified, validated,
and documented, GAO recommends that the Chairman, NRC, revise the
Commission’s standard review plan and related management controls for
reviewing license transfers to include a checklist or step-by-step process
for its staff, management, and prospective plant owners to follow.

GAO also recommends that the Chairman, NRC, amend the Commission’s
ongoing consideration of modifications to radiological criteria for
terminating licenses and alternative decommissioning approaches to
address

how the burial or entombment of low-level radioactive waste at nuclear
plarit sites, leading to a potentially large number of contaminated sites
scattered around the country, may affect the federal policy under the Low-
Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act to manage radioactive waste on a
regional basis, and

concerns about whether these decommissioning approaches are
technically compatible with provisions of the Low-Level Radioactive
Waste Policy Act, the interstate compact agreements that implement the
act, and NRC’s technical regulations on licensing disposal facilities for
low-level radioactive waste.

To reduce the likelihood that site contamination will go undetected until
late in the cleanup process, GAO recommends that the Chairman, NRC,
require licensees to survey their plant sites for radiation as soon as
possible after the announcement of their intentions to permanently cease
operations, rather than allowing them to wait until 2 years before
decommissioning is supposed to be complete.

Agency Comments
and GAO’s Evaluation

GAO provided NRC with a draft of this report for review and comment.
NRC said that GAO has provided constructive comments regarding
documentation of the financial considerations associated with requests to
transfer licenses for nuclear power plants. NRC also said it is concerned
that GAO has not fully represented certain aspects of its review process
for license transfers, nor entirely considered the various processes
associated with the decommissioning of a nuclear plant. NRC provided
specific comments on these matters, including reasons why, in some
cases, it does not agree with GAO’s recommendations. NRC’s comments
also, it said, supplied a more comprehensive perspective on our
conclusions and recommendations. (NRC’s comments are contained in
app. L)
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Specifically, NRC disagreed that it should modify its review guidance to
include a checklist or step-by-step process to be followed because many of
the proposed license transfers are unique. GAO disagrees. Licensees have
consistently used a few basic methods of providing decommissioning
funding assurance. Revising the review guidance to ensure, on the basis of
NRC's experiences to date, that each license transfer review is based on
information thatis consistent with other transfers that used similar
methods of assurance could help NRC meet its goal of increasing its
efficiency and effectiveness.

NRC also disagreed that it should address technical and policy issues
associated with the potential on-site burial of radioactive waste from
decommissioning nuclear plant sites because this waste would not be
classified as low-level radioactive waste. GAO disagrees because it is
difficult to discern why radioactive material buried on-site—material that
has traditionally been shipped to disposal facilities designed and regulated
for such purpose—-does not merit the same protection as material sent to a
low-level waste disposal site.

Finally, NRC disagreed that it should require licensees to make radiation
surveys of their plant sites earlier because this proposed step would not
add significant value to the decommissioning process. GAO disagrees,
because plant employees most knowledgeable about historical plant
operations and site conditions would more likely be available when a plant
has been permanently shut down rather than later when decommissioning
has been almost completed.
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Nuclear power plants generate about 20 percent of electricity in the United
States. At the time of this review, there were 103 of these plants in
operation.! No new nuclear power plants have been ordered since 1978,
however, and 22 plants that previously operated under licenses issued by
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) have been permanently shut
down. The licenses for 45 additional plants will expire within the next

15 years. The owners of these plants, therefore, will have to choose
whether to retire their plants or to seek license extensions from NRC for
up to an additional 20 years.

Radioactive contamination lingers long after power plants are closed. To
protect public health and safety, the amount of residual radioactivity
present at the site of a retired nuclear power plant must be reduced
through a process known as decommissioning. After the spent (used) fuel
has been removed from the plant’s reactor vessel, the plant must be
dismantled and the radioactive wastes shipped to one or more disposal
facilities for radioactive wastes.? The decommissioning process is still
relatively new—3 of the 22 retired commercial nuclear power plants have
been decommissioned, 6 other plants are being decommissioned, and 13
plants are awaiting decommissioning. The process is also costly.
Experience to date shows that decommissioning costs anywhere from
$300 million to $400 million or more, depending on factors, such as plant
size, the extent of contamination, and waste disposal costs.

NRC and plant owners must balance public health and safety with the cost
and technical logistics of the decommissioning process. Moreover, the
relatively high cost of decommissioning a nuclear power plant makes the
process an issue for economic regulators, such as the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) and state public utility commissions
(PUC’s), and the electricity industry in the relatively new environment of
deregulating and restructuring the electricity industry.

! These numbers do not include one plant—the Tennessee Valley Authority’s Brown’s Ferry
Unit 1 plant—that is licensed to operate. That plant, however, has not operated since
March 1985, has no fuel loaded, and cannot load fuel and restart without NRC'’s approval.

% The Department of Energy (DOE) is responsible for disposing of the spent fuel from
commercial nuclear power plants in a geologic repository. Pending the approval and
completion of the proposed Yucca Mountain repository project, owners of nuclear plants
are storing their spent fuel at plant sites. NRC does not con51der spent fuel storage and
disposal costs as decommissioning costs..
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Before obtaining a license to operate a nuclear power plant, the licensee
must agree with NRC to decommission the plant after the plant has been
permanently shut down. NRC established its decommissioning
requirements in regulations issued in 1988. Under these regulations, NRC
expected that decommissioned sites, with rare exceptions, would reduce
levels of radiation to allow the plant site to be released for unrestricted
use once the license was terminated. Licensees had two decommissioning
alternatives.’ They could either begin major site decontamination and
dismantling activities shortly after the termination of operations or
maintain the plant and site in a safe condition up to several decades before
dismantling the plant. Delaying full-scale decontamination and dismantling
activities could be advantageous if (1) more time was needed to accrue
decommissioning funds by continuing to collect funds from ratepayers
after the plant has closed; (2) other units operating at the site would be
disrupted unless all were decommissioned simultaneously at a future time;
(3) areduction in waste disposal volume, cost, or radiation exposure was
possible because of a reduction in residual radiation over time; or (4) a
licensed disposal facility for radioactive waste was unavailable. (Figure 1
shows ongoing decontamination and dismantling activities at one plant.)

% A third alternative—encasing radioactive wastes within the reactor building—was used by
the DOE to decommission three of its small reactors. NRC, in promulgating its
decommissioning regulations in 1988, opposed use of this decommissioning method for its
licensees unless warranted to protect public health and safety. Since then, no licensee has
proposed using this decommissioning method.
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Figure 1: Ongoing Decommissioning Work Within the Containment Building at the
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company Haddam Neck Plant

Sdurce: GAO.
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When power operations at a nuclear power plant cease, the licensee must
notify NRC, permanently remove the fuel from the reactor vessel], and
confirm this action to NRC. Within 2 years, the licensee must provide a
report to NRC addressing, among other things, decommissioning plans and
the estimated costs of these activities. NRC then publishes a notice of
receipt, makes the document available for public comment, and holds a
public meeting in the vicinity of the plant to discuss decommissioning
plans. The licensee may not perform any major decommissioning activities
until 90 days after NRC receives the post-shutdown decommissioning
activities report and the certifications of permanent cessation of
operations and fuel removal. NRC currently requires that
decommissioning be completed within 60 years unless public health and
safety reasons require that an extension be granted.

Concurrent with plant decommissioning, a licensee must supply NRC a
plan for terminating its license at least 2 years before the planned
termination date. At the end of the license termination process, the
licensee must conduct a final radiation survey to prove that the site meets
radiological criteria for release and must include the survey with the plan.
The licensee remains accountable to NRC until decommissioning has been
completed and the license is terminated.

NRC’s 1988 decommissioning regulations outlined several acceptable
approaches for decommissioning nuclear power plants, but regulations did
not establish acceptable residual radioactivity levels for the unrestricted
release of decommissioned sites. In 1996, NRC published its final rule on
the decommissioning of nuclear power plants. This final rule (1) redefined
the decommissioning process; (2) defined terminology related to
decomimissioning; (3) required licensees to provide the NRC with early
notification of planned decommissioning activities at their facilities; and
(4) explicitly stated the applicability of certain NRC requirements that are
specific for reactors that are permanently shut down. However, NRC did
not amend its regulations to include radiological criteria for license
termination until 1997. The final rule included radiological criteria for
releasing decommissioned sites for both unrestricted and restricted future
uses. For restricted future uses, licensees must provide safeguards to
ensure that access to the site will be restricted until dose levels decay to
the radiation level set for unrestricted site releases. The safeguards
include requirements for physical barriers, security, monitoring,
maintenance, financial assurance provisions, and other institutional
controls to ensure that access to the site remains restricted for the entire
internment period.
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Decommissioning
Regulations Outline
Financial Procedures

On the basis of its regulations restricting the dosages to members of the
public under both the unrestricted and restricted release sceharios, NRC is
also now considering two alternative decommissioning approaches. One
approach, called rubblization, would permit licensees to demolish plant
concrete that is contaminated with radioactivity into rubble and bury the
rubble in the underground portion of the dismantled plant. The other
approach, called entombment, would involve the permanent encasement
of the radioactive contaminants from a partially dismantled plant within
the remaining structure of the plant. NRC is also considering extending the
timeframe for completing decommissioning from 60 to 100 years or more.
As with other decommissioning alternatives, licensees selecting
rubblization or entombment would be required to demonstrate compliance
with NRC'’s regulations for license termination, including a demonstration
that residual radiation doses at the site are as low as is reasonably
achievable.

NRC has primary regulatory authority over nuclear power plant operations
and decommissioning, but it is not the only entity that promulgates
radiation protection standards. The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) also issues radiation standards and administers the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), which governs cleanups of federal and non-federal facilities.
EPA has authority to evaluate NRC-regulated sites once the sites are
decommissioned. NRC and EPA have historically disagreed over radiation
protection standards. Differences in legislative mandates, agency missions,
and regulatory strategies contribute to this disagreement, which remains
essentially unchanged today despite resolution efforts spanning a number
of years. States also have authority to issue their own standards, which
may be more stringent than either NRC’s or EPA’s. Consequently, whereas
NRC may approve decommissioning plans and terminate the NRC
operating license based on its standards, plant owners may still be subject
to other federal and state standards once the NRC license is terminated.

NRC has authority under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to
require licensees to accumulate the funds necessary to decommission
their nuclear power plants. Prior to 1988, NRC only required licensees to
certify that sufficient funding would be available to decommission their
plants when needed and did not require any specific financial provisions.
On July 26, 1988, NRC strengthened its technical and financial
requirements for decommissioning and offered several options for-
providing financial assurance. The options included:
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prepayment of the entire estimated decommissioning liability in cash or
liquid assets into a separate, segregated account outside the licensee’s
control,;

external sinking funds segregated from other licensee assets and outside
licensee control that are established and maintained by periodic funding;
surety methods or insurance; or

for federal licensees only, a statement of intent that decommissioning
funds will be obtained when necessary.

Essentially, most if not all utilities eventually elected the option to
establish external sinking funds (trust funds) to finance future
decommissioning costs. Under this option, decommissioning funds are
accumulated over the operational life of a nuclear power plant as part of
the cost charged to customers for the electricity they use.

In establishing its regulations, NRC recognized that the external sinking
fund option allowed the rate-setting authority of FERC and state public
utility commissions to control the rate at which decommissioning funds
could be accumulated. Given the additional uncertainty involved in
estimating future decommissioning costs, NRC required only that
licensees provide “reasonable assurance” that sufficient funds would be
available to decommission their nuclear power plants when they are shut
down. In 1998 , NRC also began requiring licensees to provide financial
reports every 2 years on the status of their decommissioning funds. NRC
provided licensees with a mathematical formula to initially determine and
periodically adjust the estimated amounts required in the funds for
radiological decontamination of their plant sites. Licensees may also base
their decormissioning trust funds on site-specific estimates of
decommissioning costs if these estimates exceed the amounts calculated
using NRC'’s formula.

The length of time that a nuclear power plant remains in operation
depends on several factors. NRC typically issues operating licenses for
40 years. Licensees with economically viable plants that still meet NRC’s
operational requirements may opt to extend operations rather than close
their doors. On the other hand, licensees with financially marginal plants
may decide to cease operations rather than shoulder large cost
requirements for equipment upgrades or repairs, or to address NRC’s
concerns. An operational accident could also bring a premature end to
operations, as could local public and political sentiment or NRC closure
for safety reasons. As decommissioning funds are typically accumulated
over the expected operational lifetime of the plant, plants that close
prematurely may not have accumulated sufficient funds and may have to
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Deregulation of
Electric Utilities and
Resultant Industry
Restructuring

defer the decommissioning process. Furthermore, where several units are
situated at the same site, licensees may delay decommissioning work until
all plants can be decommissioned at the same time.

Historically, nuclear power plants were constructed and operated
primarily by investor-owned utilities. Beginning in the mid-1990s,
however, many states began to deregulate the electricity industry and to
mandate or encourage industry restructuring. Under deregulation, subject
to federal oversight, the ownership and control of electricity generation
was separated from the transmission and distribution functions to
facilitate competition. Traditional utilities continue to serve the
transmission and distribution functions, while new business entities—
formed through operating arrangements, plant sales, corporate
realignments, and mergers—often handle the electricity production
function. In recent years, NRC has reviewed more than 60 license transfer
requests. These transfer requests have affected about half the nuclear
plants in the United States, and some licenses were transferred several
times for multiple reasons.

* In addition, smaller investor-owned utilities, publicly-owned utilities, or cooperatives own
or have owned a few entire plants or shares of some plants.
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Figure 2: Map of Nuclear Power Plants in the United States and Status of
Deregulation by State
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Source: Nuclear Regulatory Commission and Energy Information Administration lilustrations, as
modified by GAO.

While the move to deregulate the electric industry has resulted in changes
that affect the status of licensees in some states, many licensees today still
remain investor-owned utilities that operate as state-regulated monopolies.
NRC has provided its staff, managers, and licensees with guidance on how
it will review requests to transfer licenses, including determining whether
the new license holders would continue to operate under economic
regulation or in an economically deregulated erfvironment. This guidance
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is in the form of a standard review plan on nuclear power plant licensees’
financial qualifications to operate their plants and assurances that the
licensees will provide adequate funds to decommission the plants. The
review plan discusses each of the review procedures that the NRC staff
should use, as appropriate, to determine the adequacy of a prospective
licensee’s financial qualifications and decommissioning funding

method(s). For example, the review plan discusses how NRC'’s staff should
evaluate external sinking fund trust documents and other
decommissioning financial assurance mechanisms.

Concerned about the adequacy of decommissioning funds, particularly in
deregulated markets, Representative Edward Markey asked us to
determine how (1) transfers of licenses to operate or own nuclear power
plants affected the level of assurance that adequate funds will be available
to operate and decommission these plants, (2) various site cleanup
standards and proposed alternative decommissioning approaches affect
projected decommissioning costs, and (3) proposed changes in financial
reporting standards affect disclosure and funding of decommissioning
liabilities.

To determine how license transfers for nuclear power plants affected
NRC’s level of assurance that adequate funds will be available to
decommission these plants, we reviewed NRC’s Standard Review Plan on
Power Reactor Licensee Financial Qualifications and Decommissioning
Funding Assurance, as well as related memoranda, regulations, policy
statements, regulatory analyses, and regulatory guidance. We contacted
NRC’s Office of Inspector General to discuss the weaknesses it had
reported in licensee’s biennial reports to NRC regarding decommissioning
fund balances. At NRC’s headquarters in Rockville, Maryland, we met with
officials from NRC's offices of Nuclear Reactor Regulation and Nuclear
Material Safety and Safeguards to discuss decommissioning financial
assurance issues regarding non-owner operating arrangements, nuclear
plant sales, corporate reorganizations, and mergers. We also reviewed
licensee information provided to NRC regarding these license transfers,
and analyzed NRC’s review and approval documents related to license
transfer requests submitted for 9 non-owner operating arrangements, 19
sales, 3 corporate reorganizations, and one merger.

To determine how site cleanup standards and proposed alternative
decommissioning approaches affect projected decommissioning costs, we
obtained, from EPA and NRC, and reviewed memoranda, regulations and
other documentation addressing decommissioning and radiation
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protection standards. We reviewed published GAO reports that dealt with
decommissioning financial assurance, nuclear waste disposal, radiation
protection standards, and other related issues. We also reviewed a recent
National Research Council report that questioned the reliability of long-
term institutional management controls at nuclear waste sites. We also
contacted EPA and NRC staff regarding efforts to resolve interagency
disagreement over radiation protection standards and related issues, and
met with staff from NRC'’s offices of Nuclear Reactor Regulation and
Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards to discuss issues regarding
radiation protection standards, past decommissioning methods and
experience, and proposed decommissioning alternatives and their
potential impact on decommissioning cost. In addition, we reviewed the
minutes from an August 1999 NRC public workshop dealing with
decommissioning and proposed waste disposal options.

To acquire a first-hand perspective on decommissioning, we obtained and
reviewed the license termination plans from and made visits to the
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company plant at Haddam,
Connecticut, and the Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company plant at
Wiscasset, Maine. At the Haddam plant, we met and discussed
decommissioning issues with officials from the Connecticut Yankee
Atomic Power Company, Bechtel Power Corporation (the
decommissioning contractor), and the Connecticut Department of
Environmental Protection. We also toured the Haddam Plant and observed
ongoing decommissioning work within the reactor building (containment).
In addition, we met with local members of the Citizens Awareness
Network, a non-profit volunteer organization, to discuss issues and
concerns regarding the decommissioning of the Haddam Plant. In Maine,
we met with two state senators knowledgeable about the controversy over
original decommissioning plans to rubblize the Maine Yankee site and the
involvement of the state legislature in the Maine Yankee decommissioning.
We also met with a member of Friends of the Coast—a local citizens’
environmental organization. We contacted officials from the Maine
Department of Environmental Protection and Department of Human
Services by telephone and discussed Maine Yankee decommissioning
issues. In Washington, D.C., we met with members of the Nuclear Energy
Institute, Union of Concerned Scientists, Nuclear Information and
Resource Service, and Public Citizen to discuss decommissioning issues.
In addition, we attended the Fifth Biennial Industry Conference on
Decommissioning held in October 2000 and a NRC public
decommissioning workshop held in November 2000.
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To determine how a recently adopted financial reporting standard will
affect the disclosure and funding of decommissioning liabilities, we
reviewed the annual reports and/or annual filings with the Securities and
Exchange Commission (Forms 10 K) for 55 utility companies that own
nuclear power plants. From those, we determined the methods currently
used to account for decommissioning costs. We also reviewed FASB
Exposure Draft No. 206-B entitled “Accounting for Obligations Associated
with the Retirement of Long-Lived Assets,” (adopted in June 2001 as FASB
Statement No. 143) as well as selected responses of public accounting
firms and utility companies to the Exposure Draft. From our review, we
determined how the new standard would affect the financial statements of
utility companies with nuclear power plants.

We performed our review between June 2000 and August 2001 in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
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As aresult of restructuring in the electricity industry, NRC has approved
requests to transfer the licenses to own or operate more than one-half of
the nuclear power plants in the United States. Some license transfer
requests involved a single owner of one or more plants transferring
licenses to own or operate the plant(s) to one or more new owners or
operators. Other requests involved transfers of licenses to own or operate
one or more plants from multiple owners of these plants. For most of the
requests that NRC reviewed to transfer licenses for one or more plants, the
level of assurance that the plants’ decommissioning funds will be adequate
has been maintained or enhanced. For example, when plant owners
requested that their operating licenses for eight plants be transferred to a
contractor, NRC maintained the existing level of assurance by continuing
to hold the plant owners responsible for collecting decommissioning
funds. In addition, when NRC approved requests to transfer licenses
related to the sale of 15 plants, decommissioning funding assurances were
increased because the selling utilities prepaid all or most of the projected
decommissioning costs, and either the sellers or the new owners provided
additional financial guarantees for those projected costs that were not
prepaid. However, when NRC approved requests to transfer licenses in
which the new licensee intended to rely on periodic deposits into external
sinking funds for decommissioning, it did not always obtain the same level
of financial assurance as when plants were sold or their operations
contracted out. Among other things, NRC approved two requests to
transfer ownership of 25 plants without verifying that the new owners
would have guaranteed access to the decommissioning charges that their
affiliated utilities would collect.

NRC also requires prospective new owners of plants that will not be
selling their electricity at regulated rates to demonstrate their financial
qualifications to safely own and operate the nuclear power plants that they
are acquiring. In almost all of its reviews of new owners’ financial
qualifications, NRC has required additional guarantees from parent or
affiliated companies that the new owners would have sufficient revenue to
cover the plants’ operating costs. However, when reviewing one
prospective owner’s financial qualifications, NRC did not require
additional guarantees and did not validate the information submitted by
the new owner to demonstrate that the company was financially qualified
to safely own and operate the largest fleet of nuclear plants in the United
States.
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Chapter 2: Most Restructuring License
Transfers Have Maintained or Enhanced
Assurance of Decommissioning Funding

The level of assurance that decommissioning funds will be adequate has
been maintained in all license transfer approvals that allowed plant
owners to contract out plant operations. For example, traditional electric
utilities that own 17 nuclear power plants have used companies that
specialize in the operation, maintenance, and decommissioning of nuclear
power plants to help them operate or decommission their plants. The
owners of fifteen of these plants had to get NRC’s approval to transfer
their operating licenses. For the other two plants, NRC decided that the
proposed arrangements did not require transfers of operating licenses.
(See table 1.) For all 15 operating license transfers, NRC continues to hold
the owners responsible for accumulating decommissioning funds, and the
owners continue to collect these funds through regulated electricity rates.
Accordingly, these operating license transfers have not changed the level
of decommissioning funding assurance for these plants.

Table 1: Nuclear Power Plants With Non-owner Operating Arrangements

Operator’s business arrangement with NRC operating license transfer

Nuclear power plant owner(s) required?
Duane Arnold Energy Center Operating services agreement® Yes
Kewaunee Nuclear Power Plant Operating services agreement® Yes
Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant Operating services agreement’ Yes
Palisades Plant Operating services agreement® Yes
Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Unit 1 Operating services agreement® Yes
Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Unit 2 Operating services agreement® Yes
Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant, Unit 1  Operating services agreement® Yes
Prairie Island Nuciear Generating Plant, Unit2 Operating services agreement® Yes
John M. Farley, Unit 1 Affiliated company® Yes
John M. Fariey, Unit 2 Affiliated company® Yes
Edwin | Hatch, Unit 1 Affiliated company® Yes
Edwin | Hatch, Unit 2 Affiliated company® Yes
River Bend, Unit 1 Affiliated company® Yes
Vogtle, Unit 1 Affiliated company® Yes
Vogtle, Unit 2 Affiliated company® Yes
Clinton Power Station Management services agreement® No
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Plant Management services agreement’ No

*Operating licenses for eight plants were transferred to one company, Nuclear Management
Company, which was formed by the plants’ electric utility owners to provide operating and eventual
decommissioning services for the plants. NRC approved the operating license transfers but continues
to hold the utility-owners responsible for coliecting decommissioning funds for the plants through their
regulated electricity rates.

*Seven transfers of operating licenses resulted from corporate reorganizations or mergers in which an
existing operations organization split off from an electric utility and formed a new affiliated company
specializing in nuclear plant operations. The utility owners continue to coliect decommissioning funds
for the plants through their regulated electricity rates.
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“In two cases, in which utility owners entered into management services agreements with outside
companies to assist them with operating and decommissioning their plants, NRC did not require
operating license transfers. In both cases, NRC determined that because the management services
provided by the operating companies did not involve activities that would require a license, such as
maintenance of safety-related equipment or the emergency preparedness program, and because the
utility owners retained final decision-making authority, no transfer of operating authority had taken
place that required NRC's approval. The utility owners continued to collect decommissioning funds
through their regulated electricity rates.

Source: GAO’s analysis of NRC data.

When NRC has approved license transfers for plants that chose the
prepayment and guarantee methods, assurance of adequate
decommissioning funding has been enhanced. To date, all the transfers
that NRC has reviewed as a result of plant sales have chosen either total
prepayment or a combination of these methods. For example, as a direct
response to deregulation legislation in many Northeast, Mid-Atlantic, and
Midwest states, NRC has approved the transfer of the ownership interests
in 15 nuclear power plants from traditional electric utilities to newly
formed generating companies. The utilities selling 13 of these plants
proposed to transfer prepaid decommissioning trust funds to the
generating companies. NRC concurred with these proposals and also
imposed conditions on how the new owners must manage these funds to
ensure that they are preserved and accumulate as projected in a market
environment. For the other two plants, the selling utility—the Power
Authority of the State of New York—chose to retain control of the prepaid
decommissioning trust funds for its two plants and not transfer them to
the new owners (Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3 and Entergy Nuclear
Fitzpatrick). Because the Power Authority would no longer be a licensed
owner or operator of the two plants, NRC imposed additional conditions
upon these license transfers, allowing NRC intercession to release funds
for decommissioning if the Power Authority does not comply with its
responsibility to do so.

In three transfers the accumulated trust funds did not cover small
portions—less than 8 percent—of the projected decommissioning costs. In
these cases, either the buyer’s or the seller’s parent or affiliated companies
passed NRC'’s financial test and provided contractual guarantees that they
would provide additional funds as needed. Consequently, NRC has
assurances that all approved new plant owners will have adequate funds
available to decommission their plants in a deregulated environment.
Table 2 lists the 15 plant sales that NRC has approved, along with the
projected amount of decommissioning funding needed and the amount
available in the trust funds at the time of the sales.
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Table 2: Decommissioning Funds Needed, Transferred, and Assurance Methods Used for Nuclear Power Plants Approved for

Sale

Dollars in millions

Projected funds Funds approved to

Nuclear power plant Percent sold needed transfer Decommissioning assurance method
Clinton Power Station 100.00 $347.880 $210.000 Prepayment + 2% interest®

James A Fitzpatrick 100.00 $358.000 $343.968° Prepayment + 2% interest’+ guarantee
Hope Creek 5.00 $18.014 $9.681 Prepayment + 2% interest®

Indian Point, Unit 3 100.00 $292.000 $315.225° Prepayment + guarantee

Millstone, Unit 1° 100.00 $504.481 $293.712 Prepayment + guarantee + 2% interest®
Millstone, Unit 2 100.00 $298.630 $252.944 Prepayment + 2% interest®

Millstone, Unit 3 93.47 $316.728 $246.838 Prepayment + 2% interest®

Oyster Creek 100.00 $333.462 $400.000 Prepayment

Peach Bottom, Unit 2 15.02 $56.401 $44.775° Prepayment + 2% interest® + guarantee
Peach Bottom, Unit 3 15.02 $56.401 $46.202° Prepayment + 2% interest® + guarantee
Pilgrim 100.00 $327.000° $396.000 Prepayment

Salem, Unit 1 14.82 $44.000 $36.837 Prepayment + 2% interest®

Salem, Unit 2 14.82 $44.000 $35.635 Prepayment + 2% interest®

Three Mile Island, Unit 1 100.00 $268.870 $303.000 Prepayment

Vermont Yankee 100.00 $328.300' $280.000' Prepayment + 2% interest®

*NRC requirements in 10 CFR 50.75(E)(1)(i) and (ii) for the prepayment and external sinking fund
assurance methods, respectively, allow licensees to take credit for future earnings on their trust funds
at a real rate of return (i.e., adjusted for inflation) of up to 2 percent per year. Licensees may claim
higher rates if specifically authorized by their rate regulator.

*The seller does not plan to transfer these funds to the new owner and will instead retain the trusts
after the plants are sold. The seller has provided a guarantee that the funds will remain available for
decommissioning. In addition, the seller has agreed, as a condition of the trust agreements that, since
it will no longer be licensed, NRC may intercede to release the funds, if needed.

“This plant, permanently shut down in July 1998, has been defueled and placed in a “Cold and Dark”
state by the seller. These funds are based on a site-specific estimate and inciude the buyer’s parent
company guarantee of $25,423,666. The funds are intended to support annual monitoring costs of
$2,947,285 during SAFSTOR and to accumulate until 2054, when final decommissioning is
anticipated.

“These funds are the cumulative funds coliected by 2 utilities with equal selling shares; however, one
utility has collected less than half of this amount. Originally both utilities, as subsidiaries of a single
holding company, were to complete their sales at the same time and their combined funds were
sufficient for prepayment assurance. However, the utility with the larger acoumulation of funds
delayed its transfer awaiting approval from its state public utility commission. Because the utility with
less accumulated funds consummated its sale first, the other affiliated utility has guaranteed to make
up the difference up to 50 percent of their cumulative amount until it completes its divestiture.

“This amount is the NRC generic formula estimate. A site-specific site cost estimate placed costs
between $396 million and $466 million. The seller agreed 1o transfer $396 million to the buyers
decommissioning trust account and to create a provisional trust account of $70 million to cover the
potential taxes that might be due. Any funds left in the provisional trust account after taxes, as of
December 31, 2002, will be deposited in the decommissioning trust account.

‘These are the amounts NRC approved in 2000; however in January 2001, the Vermont Public
Service Board nullified this sale and, in the hope of receiving a better offer, ordered that the plant be
sold at auction. These amounts will most likely change when the sale is consummated.
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Funding Assurance
Was Not Always
Maintained in License
Transfers That
Continued to Rely on
the External Sinking
Fund Method

Source: GAO's analysis of NRC data.

In approving license transfer requests that continued to rely on the
external sinking fund method of decommissioning financial assurance,
NRC’s reviews did not consistently maintain the level of assurance that
decommissioning funds would be adequate, as it had for license transfers
that relied on prepayment or company guarantees. In most cases, the new
owners, as a result of corporate reorganizations or mergers, are no longer
considered traditional electric utilities that will collect decommissioning
funds through predetermined rates, but instead are affiliated with electric
utilities authorized by their state regulators to collect non-bypassable
charges for decommissioning.' These affiliated utilities will not be licensed
by NRC. While NRC’s review plan does not explicitly describe procedures
for its staff to follow in these situations, it does imply that the new owners
should provide NRC with additional information regarding the calculation
and collection of these charges and ways they will be deposited into their
trust funds. NRC, however, did not consistently request this additional
information, when owners did not provide it. Consequently, NRC was
unable to consistently maintain assurance that these funds would
accumulate adequately when new owners rely on the traditional external
sinking fund assurance method in a deregulated environment.

NRC Did Not Always
Verify That New Plant
Owners Would Have
Access to Collected
Decommissioning Charges

Our review of NRC'’s approval of license transfers for 28 plants from 3
corporate reorganizations and one merger revealed that the new plant
owners had varying degrees of access to the future decommissioning
charges collected for their plants. Even though NRC’s regulations allow
non-bypassable charges as an acceptable accumulation mechanism for
external sinking funds, it assumes that NRC licensees will either collect
these charges or have direct access to them. NRC did not consistently
assure that when unlicensed affiliated utilities collect the charges, they
would deposit them into the new owners’ decommissioning trust funds.

For 3 of the 28 plants—units 1, 2, and 3 of the Palo Verde nuclear power
facility in Arizona—NRC placed conditions on its approval of the license

! Non-bypassable charges are charges imposed over an established period of time by a
government authority (such as a public utility commission) that affected entities are
required to pay to cover the costs associated with the decommissioning of a nuclear power
plant. Such charges include, but are not limited to, wire charges, stranded cost charges,
transition charges, exit fees, or other similar charges.
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transfers that contractual arrangements for collection and deposit of
earmarked funds into the new licensees’ decommissioning trust funds be
completed. The three units are jointly owned by several traditional electric
utilities, including the Public Service Company of New Mexico and El Paso
Electric Company of Texas. These two companies are reorganizing their
corporate structures to comply with new requirements to supply energy in
New Mexico under deregulation. In accordance with these deregulation
efforts, the two companies requested that NRC transfer their respective
ownership licenses in the Palo Verde plants to new generating companies
formed out of their corporate reorganizations—Manzano Energy
Corporation in New Mexico and MiraSol Generating Company in Texas. In
effect, these new generating companies also will inherit the external
sinking funds intended to cover their respective shares of responsibility to
eventually decommission the Palo Verde units. However, these external
sinking funds were not sufficient to qualify as prepayment of estimated
decommissioning costs. Therefore, each company provided NRC with
copies of contractual agreements requiring their affiliated utilities to:

collect decommissioning funds through their charges for distributing
electricity in their service areas (also known as non-bypassable wires
charges) imposed by their respective state public utility commissions or
other regulatory entities, and

deposit the collected money into the new generating companies’

- decommissioning trust funds periodically.

NRC approved the license transfers subject to obtaining final copies of the
agreements between the affiliated utilities and the new generating
companies and schedules showing how the decommissioning charges
approved by the New Mexico and Texas state public utility commissions
would fund the total decommissioning costs.”? In both cases, NRC assured
that the decommissioning charges collected by their affiliated utilities
would be deposited into the new companies’ external sinking funds and
that the states’ public utility commissions were assuring that the charges
collected would be sufficient to cover the total decormissioning costs.

However, NRC approved applications to transfer the licenses for the other
25 plants without verifying that the new owners would have the same
degree of access to the decommissioning charges or that the states’ public

% The New Mexico legislature has extended the implementation of deregulation in its state
for 5 years, and as a result, these corporate reorganizations have been postponed.
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utility commissions would ensure the collection of the total
decommissioning costs. For example, the Public Service Electric and Gas
Company’s (PSEQG) corporate reorganization involved decommissioning
trust funds for 5 plants. The New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
authorized PSEG to continue collecting decommissioning funds through
its distribution rates, yet NRC approved the trust funds to be transferred to
PSEG Nuclear, the newly-formed generating company. NRC did not
question the access PSEG Nuclear had to the funds collected by PSEG, its
affiliate utility. In addition, NRC did not require a copy of a contractual
agreement between the affiliates that guaranteed periodic deposits to the
new owner’'s decommissioning trust funds as it did for Manzano Energy
and MiraSol Generating Company. In support of its approval for these
transfers, NRC staff told us that they also used publicly available sources
of information, such as state restructuring laws or public utility
commission web sites, when new owners did not provide information with
their applications. Unfortunately, the staff did not document the content
or use of such information in the records of these license transfer
approvals so we could not verify the adequacy of NRC’s review. Also, in
the case of the five plants, the New Jersey restructuring legislation had
authorized these charges. After 4 years, the Board of Public Utilities
planned annual reevaluations to determine whether the decommissioning
funds were overfunded or underfunded and then to authorize further
charges accordingly. NRC'’s records do not show that its staff evaluated
how New Jersey’s proposed charges would affect the accumulation of the
total costs needed to decommission each individual plant, despite
guidance in its review plan and previous instances when the prepayment
and company guarantee methods had been used. Yet, NRC approved the
transfers after assuring itself that, in the aggregate, the 5 plants would
achieve the full funding of their required decommissioning costs by the
time they cease operations.

More significantly, in the merger of two companies that involved 20
nuclear plants in lllinois, New Jersey and Pennsylvania, the existing and
new companies involved in the merger did not provide, nor did NRC
request, copies of contractual agreements documenting that monies to be
collected from utility customers in the states would be deposited in the
respective decommissioning trust funds for each of the 20 plants. In this
restructuring transaction, Unicom (the parent company of the electric
utility known as Commonwealth Edison Company) and PECO Energy
Company merged to form a parent entity—Exelon Corporation—and
several wholly-owned subsidiary companies, including Exelon Generation
Company, Commonwealth Edison, and PECO. The generating subsidiary
company became the legal owner of Exelon Corporation’s electricity
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generating assets. These assets included Commonwealth Edison’s 10
operating nuclear power plants and 3 retired nuclear plants tHat have not
yet been decommissioned. In addition, the assets included six operating
and one retired nuclear power plant owned by PECO. The latter two
subsidiary companies transmitted and distributed the electricity supplied
by the generating subsidiary to electricity customers. As a part of this
electricity restructuring, both Commonwealth Edison and PECO retained
their responsibilities to collect charges from their customers for the future
decommissioning of the 20 nuclear power plants now owned by Exelon
Generation Company.

When Commonwealth Edison and PECO requested that NRC approve their
proposed merger, the two utilities submitted similar, if not identical,
statements that they would continue to collect decommissioning funds for
their 20 nuclear power plants through their electricity distribution rates.
The utilities added that they would also, as a matter of contract, transfer
the funds collected to Exelon Generation Company—which would hold
the operating licenses for the 20 plants—for deposit in each plant’s
respective decommissioning trust fund. However, unlike the license
transfer cases involving the restructuring of Public Service Company of
New Mexico and El Paso Electric, discussed above, Commonwealth
Edison and PECO did not enclose copies of any intercompany agreements
or rulings from their respective public utility commissions documenting
these fund transfer arrangements. Furthermore, NRC neither requested
either of the two utilities to submit such documentation nor, in the orders
transferring the licenses for the 20 plants, did the NRC place any
conditions that guaranteed that the utilities would collect and deposit
decommissioning funds into the plants’ trust funds held by Exelon
Generation Company. Nevertheless, NRC’s documents approving the
Exelon merger state that Commonwealth Edison and PECO will collect
the decommissioning costs through their distribution rates and then, as a
matter of contract, pay these amounts to their affiliate, Exelon Generation
Company, for deposit in the trust funds for each plant.

NRC'’s staff told us that they did not request documentation regarding
Exelon Generation Company’s access to the collected charges because
this issue was covered by the deregulation legislation enacted in Illinois
and Pennsylvania, copies of which they had obtained from publicly
available sources. Conversely, because the implementation of the
deregulation legislation in New Mexico and Texas had been delayed, the
NRC staff needed to be sure that it received final copies of any agreements
in the Palo Verde plants’ transfers in order to assess their viability against
any new legislative changes. However, neither Illinois’ nor Pennsylvania’s
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deregulation legislation refers to an unregulated newly-formed company’s
access to the charges collected by regulated affiliated utilities. We did
locate an inter-company agreement attached to Commonwealth Edison’s
public-utility commission submission for approval of the merger, providing
evidence that such an agreement exists and that the Hlinois public utility
commission is overseeing this access issue. However, NRC had no record
of this agreement or the Commonwealth Edison and PECO submissions to
their respective state public utility commissions. Also, while NRC staff told
us that they accepted the companies’ application as sworn statements that
contractual arrangements existed, they did not document the basis for this
opinion in their evaluation of the license transfer. ‘

Accumulation of
Decommissioning Funds
for Retired Plants Is Also a
Concern

Concerns have also surfaced over whether the collection of utility
surcharges is sufficient to cover total decommissioning costs when plants
are prematurely shut down. NRC'’s review plan provides procedures for
verifying the accuracy of annual deposits to such funds when plants are
operating. However, when plants are prematurely shutdown, the plan does
not provide staff procedures to follow, leaving them instead to determine
how to review the funds on a case-by-case basis. NRC’s approval
documents state that the decommissioning funding mechanism for all 20
of Exelon Generation Company’s plants—16 operating and 4 retired—is
the regulated charge collected by its distributing utility affiliates and that
the collecting utility will make deposits into the decommissioning trust
funds over the generating life of each plant. If the plants no longer
generate electricity, it is not clear from the information the utilities
submitted or NRC'’s review plan just how the funds would be collected,
much less (as discussed above) how the deposits would be made to the
trust accounts of the closed plants. NRC staff subsequently told us that
their review of the Illinois and Pennsylvania restructuring laws showed
that they allow for the collection of non-bypassable charges for plants that
are shutdown and that their evaluation report was in error on this point.
However, the staff evaluation of this publicly available information is not
documented in NRC’s license transfer records for this merger.

In addition, NRC did not apply the same review standards when it
approved the transfers for these four retired plants as it did for another
retired plant,® Millstone 1, which was recently sold along with its sister

% The four retired plants are Dresden, Unit 1 and Zion, Units 1 and 2 in Illinois and Peach
Bottom, Unit 1 in Pennsylvania. ' .

Page 29 GAO-02-48 Nuclear Regulation



Chapter 2: Most Restructuring License
Transfers Have Maintained or Enhanced
Assurance of Decommissioning Funding

NRC’s Reviews of
New Owners’
Financial
Qualifications Have
Been Complete, With
One Significant
'Exception

plants that are currently operating. Dominion Resources, Inc., the new
owners’ parent company, showed NRC the expected annual accumulation
of funds, forecast an expected shortfall of $26 million resulting from
additional annual monitoring costs incurred while the plant awaits the
retirement of its sister plants, and provided a company guarantee for this
expected shortfall. In contrast, neither Commonwealth Edison nor PECO
provided more detailed information for the 4 retired plants than they did
for the 16 operating plants. The application documents that
Commonwealth Edison and PECO provided and NRC’s approval
documents make it difficult to discern

which phase of dismantlement these 4 plants are in;

how much, if any, of the trust funds has been spent so far shutting down
the plants;

whether Exelon Generation Company will incur unanticipated long-term
stewardship expenses as a result of having to monitor these plants (as was
the case of the Millstone retired plant); or

which costs in the site specific estimates of these retired plants might
impact Exelon Generation Company’s ability to effectively decormmission
the facilities or safely operate their collocated plants.

NRC staff told us that their regulations do not require this level of detail to
review the status of decommissioning funds for retired plants; however,
they could not document that these plants had been evaluated on a case-
by-case basis as their review plan recommends. Despite these ambiguities,
NRC concluded that Exelon Generation Company had provided adequate
assurance, even though it continued to rely on the external sinking funds
transferred from Commonwealth Edison and PECO, that it would, in a
deregulated environment, accumulate sufficient funds to decomimission
almost one-fifth of the nuclear plant fleet of the United States.

Although NRC generally followed the guidance contained in its review
plan when reviewing the financial qualifications of prospective licensees,
it did not follow this guidance when it reviewed the financial qualifications
of Exelon Generation Company to own and operate the 20 nuclear power
plants formerly owned by Commonwealth Edison and PECO.

NRC requires prospective new owners of plants that do not qualify for
“electric utility” status—licensees that will not be selling their electricity at
regulated rates—to demonstrate-that they are financially qualified to safely
own and operate the nuclear power plants that they are acquiring. To
review this aspect of proposed license transfers, NRC'’s review plan
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recommends that prospective new licensees demonstrate their financial
qualifications to safely own and operate their nuclear power plants for the
next 5-years by means of (1) contractual agreements with utilities that will
purchase electric power from the licensee; (2) the sale of power from the
licensee’s non-nuclear generating capacity; (3) projections of market
prices for the sale of power not covered by agreements; or (4) parent or
affiliate company guarantees or lines of credit for contingency operating
funds. NRC also compares a licensee’s expected annual electricity
production from its plants with past performance to determine the
reasonableness of these projections. NRC uses this information to
determine whether the prospective owners have demonstrated that they
possess, or have reasonable assurance of obtaining, sufficient revenue to
safely own and operate each plant.

For 19 sales, 2 reorganizations, and 1 merger—collectively involving
transfers of licenses for almost 50 nuclear power plants—that we
reviewed,* NRC found that the new licensees did not qualify for electric
utility status.’ Except for the merger, NRC received additional guarantees
from parent or affiliated companies that the new owners would have
sufficient revenue to cover the plants’ operating costs. For example, the
prospective new owners provided NRC additional assurance that they
would produce enough revenue to cover the expected operating expenses
of their plants through power purchase agreements, contingency funds,
and lines of credit from affiliated or parent companies. In addition, one
new generating company cited anticipated revenue from the sale of non-
nuclear power that amounted to almost 75 percent of its total electricity
production to supplement its ability to support its minority interest in 3
plants.

For each of the sales and reorganizations, the new owners provided some
form of financial assurance for their ability to safely own and operate the
plants they proposed to own in addition to the market sale of the
electricity produced by the plants. NRC staff evaluated this information
according to the guidance in its review plan. For the merger, however, the
new owner did not submit and NRC did not request additional guarantees.

* The number of license transfers or transactions reviewed and plants affected are not
equivalent. In many cases plant owners have reorganized, merged or sold their interests in
the same plants and many plants have multiple owners.

®In one other reorganization, NRC found that the new licensee qualified as an electric
utility.
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In addition, NRC did not validate the information submitted by the new
owner to demonstrate that the company was financially qualified to safely
own and operate the largest fleet of nuclear plants in the United States.

When Unicom (Commonwealth Edison) and PECO merged into Exelon
Corporation, the subsidiary Exelon Generation Company, which would
hold the NRC operating licenses for the two companies’ 16 operational and
4 retired nuclear power plants, did not meet NRC's definition of an electric
utility. However, in their applications to NRC, Commonwealth Edison and
PECO asked NRC to transfer their plants’ licenses to Exelon Generation
Company on essentially the same terms and conditions contained in their
existing licenses—licenses which reflected that, as economically regulated
utilities, Commonwealth Edison and PECO had guaranteed access to
revenues to own and operate their nuclear plants. Commonwealth Edison
and PECO addressed the issue of assurance that Exelon Generation
Company would be financially qualified to own and operate their nuclear
power plants by providing NRC with 5-year projections of expenses from
the production and purchase of electricity and revenues from the market
sale of this electric power. Among other things, this information included
the estimated costs of:

operating the new company’s 16 operational nuclear power plants;’
purchasing excess electric power from six nuclear power plants owned, or
to be owned, by AmerGen Corporation. AmerGen, which was half-owned
by PECO, was created to market electricity generated from power plants
purchased and operated for that purpose. At that time, AmerGen owned
three nuclear power plants and was attempting to purchase three other
nuclear plants; and

purchasing electricity from other suppliers for resale to Exelon customers,
fuel costs, asset depreciation, and other administrative costs.

In addressing its potential revenue, Commonwealth Edison and PECO
provided NRC with projections of revenues from, primarily, the sale of
electricity produced by the 16 nuclear plants and the resale of the
electricity purchased from AmerGen and other suppliers. Additional
income, amounting to 6 percent of the total electric power to be sold, was

% Of these 16 plants, Commonwealth Edison and PECO owned majority interest and
operated 14 plants. At two plants, Salem-Units 1 and 2, PECO owned a 42.59 percent
interest and PSEG Nuclear operates the plants. Neither Commonwealth Edison nor PECO
estimated annual electricity generation costs and revenue for individual plants.
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derived from the market sale of 5,000 megawatts of power from non-
nuclear plants.

Although Commonwealth Edison and PECO provided a financial
projection to NRC in their license transfer applications, neither company
provided, nor did NRC request, any additional support—power purchase
agreements, contingency fund guarantees, or lines of credit—that would
enable NRC to validate the Exelon Generation Company’s financial
qualifications to own and operate the largest fleet of nuclear plants in the
United States. Also, Exelon did not provide, and NRC did not request, the
5-year projections of operating costs and estimated annual electricity
generation for individual plants. For this reason, NRC could not, as its
review plan recommends, compare plant-specific costs and production
estimates to plants of similar size and type to confirm the reasonableness
of the projections. Nonetheless, NRC concluded that Exelon’s projected
revenues, based solely on the market sale of electricity, would be
sufficient to cover the costs associated with owning and operating 16
plants, even if it experienced simultaneous 6-month shutdowns of several
of these nuclear plants.

Furthermore, NRC eventually transferred the licenses to Exelon
Generation Company on the basis of projected financial information that
both the affected companies and NRC knew to be inaccurate. When
Commonwealth Edison and PECO updated their projected income
statements for NRC in March 2000, they included income from three
nuclear plants that AmerGen was attempting to purchase. However, there
were no notes on this income statement to clarify that the statements
included projected revenue from sales of electricity to be produced at
nuclear plants that AmerGen did not yet own. (In contrast, Exelon
Corporation did disclose this contingency in merger-related filings
submitted to the Securities and Exchange Commission.) In June 2000, the
merging utilities notified NRC that their March 2000 income statement was
the most accurate. A month earlier, however, AmerGen had notified NRC
that it had withdrawn its bid to purchase the two Nine Mile Point plants in
New York. By December 2000 it was also apparent that AmerGen'’s bid to
purchase the Vermont Yankee plant would not succeed. Therefore,
AmerGen owned just 3 of the 6 plants Exelon Generation Company had
included in its financial qualification statement. In January 2001—over

1 year after receiving the initial merger applications—NRC transferred
Commonwealth Edison’s and PECO’s licenses to own and/or operate 20
nuclear power plants to Exelon Generation Company on the basis in part
of projected financial information knewn to be inaccurate by the
companies and NRC.
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In defense of their review of the merger, NRC staff told us that their
regulations only require that licensees demonstrate financial assurance
through credible projections of 5 years of expenses and revenues. Also,
because Exelon Generation Company was to be the licensee for all 16
operating plants, there was no compelling need to require plant specific
information. The NRC staff maintain that they did perform an analysis of
the impact of AmerGen’s lost bids for the Nine Mile Point and Vermont
Yankee plants and determined that there was no material impact on
Exelon Generation Company’s financial qualifications. Unfortunately, NRC
did not document this evaluation in its review file and did not update the
financial projections in their evaluation report to accommodate this
analysis.

L.
Conclusions

NRC’s inconsistent review and documentation of license transfer requests
creates the appearance of different requirements for different owners or
different types of transfers. Good business practices suggest that NRC
follow one review process with all of its licensees. While its standard
review plan offers a sound basis for obtaining consistency, NRC is clearly
not consistently achieving the desired results. One modification that could
help NRC’s staff and management maintain consistency in their reviews of
license transfers is the use of detailed checklists or step-by-step processes
delineated more precisely within its standard review plan.

Recommendation for
Executive Action

To ensure that the decommissioning assurance methods and financial
qualifications of all new nuclear plant owners are consistently verified,
validated, and documented, we recommend that the Chairman, NRC,
revise the Commission’s standard review plan and related management
controls for reviewing license transfers to include a checklist or step-by-
step process for its staff, its management, and prospective owners to
follow.

Agency Comments
and Our Response

We provided NRC with a draft of this report for its review and comment.
(See app. I for NRC’s comments.) NRC disagreed with our
recommendation. According to NRC, revising its review plan will not
greatly enhance the effectiveness of its license transfer reviews because
many of these transfers have been complex and unique. We disagree.
When NRC drafted its review plan, it had no experience in regulating
licensees that generate electricity in competitive markets. Since then,
NRC has processed over 60 requests to transfer licenses. Although the
details of each transfer request may have been unique, the affected
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licensees have consistently used the same few basic methods permitted by
NRC'’s regulations, such as prepayment and/or parent comparly
guarantees, to provide NRC with assurance that decommissioning funding
and financial qualifications are being met. However, NRC’s reviews of
these license transfer requests have been inconsistent. Therefore, revising
the review plan to ensure, on the basis of NRC’s experiences to date, that
each decision to approve a license transfer is based on consistent
supporting information could increase NRC'’s efficiency and effectiveness,
thereby helping NRC to achieve one of its primary performance goals.’

NRC raised several issues regarding its reviews of the adequacy of
decommissioning funding and the financial qualifications of new owners
of plants. NRC said its reviews of the PSEG and Exelon license transfers
were adequate and complete, led to the conclusion that there was
reasonable assurance of decommissioning funding and, in the Exelon case,
that the new owners were financially qualified. NRC acknowledged that it
did not appropriately document some of these evaluations. However, NRC
asserted that, by reviewing other, unspecified, sources of financial
information and information on the appropriate state’s non-bypassable
charges requirements, it was able to obtain reasonable assurance of
decommissioning funding and financial qualifications. We disagree, for
reasons that go beyond the lack of review documentation. Specifically,
NRC’s staff could not, in response to our requests, identify the specific
sources upon which they relied, but did not document, for other
information. Furthermore, we independently reviewed the state laws on
non-bypassable charges for decommissioning funding that NRC’s staff had
referred us to and found that, while these laws provided for utilities to
collect these charges, the statutes were silent on the procedures for
depositing the charges collected into the plants’ decommissioning funds.
These collection and transfer procedures were left to appropriate state
public utility commissions and, in many cases, had not been determined

" NRC's four performance goals are to maintain safety, increase public confidence, reduce
unnecessary regulatory burden, and enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of its
activities and decisions.
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when NRC conducted its license transfer reviews. Nevertheless, NRC did
not require the prospective new plant owners to make binding
commitments with affiliated utilities or other enforceable statements of
assurance that the non-bypassable charges collected by these utilities from
their electricity customers would be transferred to the appropriate
decommissioning fund for the new owners’ plants.
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Varying Cleanup
Standards Create Cost
Uncertainties

Varying radiation cleanup standards, the possibility that NRC will approve
alternative decommissioning methods, and incomplete historical plant
contamination data confound a licensee’s ability to estimate future
decommissioning costs. Varying radiation cleanup standards create
uncertainty because plants decommissioned to NRC’s radiation cleanup
standards may also have to meet more stringent EPA or state standards,
thus increasing the costs of decommissioning. Alternative
decommissioning methods under consideration for approval would add
uncertainty because no reliable data exist on their overall costs; they
could reduce short-term decommissioning costs but add considerably to
long-term costs. Moreover, implementing these methods would raise
significant technical and policy issues pertaining to the management and
disposal of radioactive wastes. Furthermore, the lack of complete
historical information regarding plant contamination can translate into an
unexpected increase in site cleanup costs late in the decommissioning
process.

To terminate an operating license and to release a site for unrestricted use,
an NRC licensee must decommission its plant so that the residual
radiation remaining at the site after decommissioning has been reduced to
levels that meet NRC'’s standard.! However, meeting NRC’s radiation
cleanup standard may not signal the end of the decommissioning costs,
because either EPA or the host state could require additional cleanup
activity to meet more stringent standards.

While NRC regulates the decommissioning of commercial nuclear
facilities, EPA issues general standards for radiation protection and
administers CERCLA, which governs the cleanup of contaminated
facilities.? NRC and EPA have historically disagreed on how restrictive
U.S. radiation protection standards should be, and in 1997, EPA’s
Administrator told NRC’s Chairman that NRC'’s radiation cleanup standard
should be tightened to 15 millirems per year. The Administrator also called
for adding a separate standard limiting the concentration of radiation in

! Under regulations issued by NRC in 1997, decommissioned sites that are decontaminated
to residual radiation levels of 25-millirems or less may be released for unrestricted future
uses. Decommissioned sites with elevated residual radiation levels of up to 500-millirems
may only be released for restricted use, with safeguards and institutional controls to
prevent public exposure.

2 NRC's regulatory authority derives from the Atormic Energy Act, while. EPA’s derives from
Presidential Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1970 and CERCLA.
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groundwater to 4-millirems per year. > These limits would be consistent
with EPA’s standards for cleanup at Superfund sites. If NRC did not agree,
the Administrator said, EPA would have to reconsider its policy of
exempting the sites of facilities regulated by NRC from EPA’s National
Priorities List of Superfund sites. Such action could subject NRC-
decommissioned and released sites to a second evaluation under EPA’s
Superfund standards. EPA could conduct these subsequent evaluations
under its own authority or when asked to do so by other stakeholders. It
has provided guidance to its regional offices on how to proceed in such
instances. However, the agency believes that the vast majority of
decommissioned nuclear power plants will meet Superfund protection
standards and is not actively looking for NRC sites to evaluate.
Nevertheless, failure to pass a Superfund evaluation could mean
significant additional cleanup costs.

NRC, however, shows no sign of changing its standards. NRC disagrees
with EPA’s preferences and questions EPA’s technical basis for proposing
the extra groundwater protection. Differences in agency missions,
legislative mandates, and regulatory strategies contribute to this
disagreement, which, despite resolution efforts spanning a number of
years, remains essentially unresolved.’

- According to the NRC Chairman, the disagreement over acceptable
radiation standards is eroding public confidence and is negatively affecting
efforts to assure the public that decommissioning can be accomplished in
a manner that protects public health, safety, and the environment. In fact,
in part because of the uncertainty over the scientific basis supporting
radiation protection standards and the dispute between EPA and NRC,
several states have established, or are in the process of establishing, their
own radiation protection standards. Because most of these proposed or

* EPA does not actually express radiation protection standards in millirems but uses a
system of “slope factors” to assign risk limits to individual chemical and radioactive
contaminant types alike. These limits equate to a risk threshold of 1 in 1,000,000 that an
individual will develop cancer in a lifetime or, with regard to radiation, roughly to a
15-millirem-a-year all-pathway radiation dose limit and a separate four-millirem-a-year
dose limit for groundwater.

* Radiation Standards: Scientific Basis Inconclusive, and EPA and NRC Disagreement
Continues (GAO/RCED-00-152, June 30, 2000); Nuclear Regulation: Beiter Oversight
Needed to Ensure Accumulation of Funds to Decommission Nuclear Power Plants
(GAO/RCED-99-75, May 3, 1999); and Aging Nuclear Power Plants: Managing Plant Life
and Decommissioning (U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, OTA-E-575,
Sept. 1993). . .
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existing state standards are more stringent than either EPA’s or NRC's
standards, implementation of the states’ standards could increase
decommissioning costs.

For example, in April 2000, the state of Maine imposed a standard limiting
the total effective annual dose from residual contamination at the Maine
Yankee nuclear plant site to 10 millirems, with a separate 4-millirem dose
standard for groundwater-—which is below the dose allowed under either
NRC'’s standard or EPA’s preferred standard. Maine Yankee officials
estimated that it would cost between $25 million and $30 million to ship
and dispose of the waste materials that must be disposed of to meet the
state’s more restrictive standard.

Similarly, Massachusetts has set its own total effective annual dose
equivalent standard of 10-millirem for decommissioned sites and New
York has set a soil cleanup standard of 10-millirem for radioactive
materials. New Jersey has set a 15-millirem residual radiation exposure
standard, and the state of Connecticut is presently developing its own
cleanup standards for commercial nuclear facilities. According to a state
environmental department official, the new standard has not yet been
officially approved, but will be the approximate equivalent of a 19-millirem
dose limit, with a requirement to further reduce dose if it proves
economically and environmentally feasible to do so. According to officials
of the state and the Connecticut Yankee Power Company, the utility and
the state are working together to ensure that the company will comply
with the state’s new standard, when issued, as well as NRC's and EPA’s
standards, in the decommissioning of the company’s Haddam Neck
nuclear power plant.
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Alternative
Decommissioning
Methods May
Marginally Decrease
Costs but Raise
Significant Technical
and Policy Issues

Figure 3: The Decommissioning Connecticut Yankee Haddam Neck Plant

Source: GAO.

NRC is considering whether to authorize licensees to leave more
radioactively-contaminated material at their plant sites when
decommissioning nuclear power plants by either (1) reducing
contaminated concrete to rubble and then burying the rubble on site or

(2) removing the most radioactive plant wastes and entombing the residual
radioactive materials inside the thick, reinforced concrete containment
structure of retired plants. The rubblization and entombment methods
could, if approved and implemented, decrease off-site waste disposal costs
during the decommissioning of plants. However, short-term cost savings
for some sites could be more than offset over the long-term because
institutional control measures will be needed to prevent public access.

Short-Term Cost Savings
Could Be Offset Over Time

According to the NRC Chairman, the low-level radioactive waste program
in the United States is not working and the potential exists for the
decommissioning process to be hampered at many sites unless alternative
disposal options are pursued. States, the nuclear industry, and others have
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voiced similar concerns. Therefore, within the limits of its regulatory
authority, NRC is considering decommissioning methods such as
rubblization and entombment that would allow the permanent burial or
encasement of radioactive waste at nuclear plant sites.

NRC believes that it is technically possible to approve a license
termination plan that includes rubblization, as long as the total effective
annual dose of radiation that a person living at the site would receive did
not exceed the Commission’s standards. Rubblization will be technically
possible, NRC believes, as long as licensees are able to successfully
address related issues, such as access to, and digging at, the sites where
rubblization has occurred and the potential for reuse of extracted
materials that are contaminated with radioactive elements.

Rubblization represents a departure from NRC'’s past licensing practice,
which emphasized shipping low-level radioactive wastes from
decommissioning sites to disposal facilities. Although NRC has estimated
that rubblization could save a licensee from $10 million to $16 million in
waste disposal costs during decommissioning, its Advisory Committee on
Nuclear Waste has concluded that technical factors, such as the depth of
radioactive contamination and the volume of rubblized waste, could
significantly diminish the potential cost savings. The Advisory Committee
also believes that evaluating radioactive material content and doses from
rubblization, both at the site and in local groundwater, may prove difficult
and expensive. The Committee has cautioned that estimates of cost
savings from rubblization could be offset if extensive decontamination,
sampling, and analyses are needed. Therefore, the Committee has
recommended that NRC establish a test case for study to identify possible
problems and solutions related to rubblization.

In April 1997, NRC’s commissioners also requested NRC staff to revisit the
entombment method of decommissioning, the use of which the
commission had discouraged a decade earlier, to determine whether that
method serves as a viable alternative to completely dismantling nuclear
plants. The Commission added that, if the staff concluded that
entombment is not a viable decommissioning method, the staff should
describe the technical requirements and regulatory actions necessary for
entombment to become viable, including the resources involved, potential
decommissioning cost savings, and vulnerabilities.

NRC had considered entombment as a decommissioning method in 1988

but generally opposed its use because, among other things, (1) the method
would require expenditures for maintenance, security, and other long-term
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institutional controls for at least 100 years that would about equal
dismantlement costs and (2) regulatory changes occurring during the long
entombment period might require additional costly decommissioning
activity before entombed sites could be released for unrestricted use in the
future. NRC determined that entombment would be acceptable only on a
case-by-case basis when a licensee could demonstrate that (1) immediate
or delayed dismantlement of its nuclear facility was infeasible,

(2) radioactive decay would allow unrestricted release of a site in about
100 years, and (3) access to waste disposal facilities was not available. No
licensee at any additional power reactors undergoing decommissioning
has since proposed the entombment option.

On May 4, 1998, NRC'’s staff notified the Commission that, on the basis of
its preliminary assessment of work performed for NRC by the Department
of Energy’s Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, consideration of
entombment as a viable decommissioning method had merit. The
Laboratory had estimated and compared decommissioning costs,
radioactive waste disposal requirements, estimated radiation doses to
persons, and institutional control requirements for the two
decommissioning methods approved in 1988—immediate dlsmantlement
‘and dismantlement after storage of 50 years or more—with two
entombment variations. These entombment methods are immediate
entombment of radioactive plant materials in the containment building
and the storage of radioactive plant materials in the containment structure
for over 100 years, followed by entombment.

Subsequently, on July 19, 1999, NRC's staff affirmed that entombment
could be safe and viable, depending on specific site situations. NRC’s staff
said that entombment, when properly performed, should have little effect
on health, safety, and the environment. In addition, the staff noted that the
entombment of radioactive wastes within the containment building of a
retired nuclear power plant could significantly reduce off-site waste
disposal requirements and related costs—although cost reductions would
be offset, to some degree, by the cost of maintaining and monitoring the
entombed facility for 100 to 300 years.

The NRC staff’s decision that entombment might reduce decommissioning
costs is questionable. For instance, both plants that have already been
decommissioned and plants in the process of decommissioning using the
immediate decontamination and dismantlement option report higher costs
than the figure used for this option in the Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory analysis on which NRC’s staff based its views. Furthermore,
the minimum amounts required for this option (as determined by NRC’s
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own generic formula) are significantly greater than the figure used in the
laboratory’s analysis. The laboratory’s analysis also showed that neither
immediate nor delayed entombment offer significant projected cost
savings unless one assumed that entombment would lead to a reduction in
long-term site security and insurance costs. Moreover, the laboratory’s
analysis showed that, even when reduced security and insurance costs are
assumed, placing a retired plant in storage for approximately 50 years and
then dismantling the plant is the least costly decommissioning method.

The laboratory also used a 130-year institutional control period in its
analysis of the entombment method of decommissioning. NRC, however,
has stated that if radioactive wastes entombed in a former nuclear plant
include long-lived waste varieties, then the necessary period of
institutional control could be extended to 300 years. In such a case, the
cost for the additional 170 years of monitoring and surveillance needed
could make both enfombment options significantly more costly than the
immediate dismantling of a plant and off-site disposal of its radioactive
wastes.

Also, although the laboratory’s analysis did not include entombment of
Greater-Than-Class-C (GTCC) waste, NRC is considering the possibility of
authorizing licensees to entomb GTCC waste rather than disposing of it in
a geologic repository. Current regulations specify that GTCC waste is not
generally acceptable for near-surface disposal without special processing
and design and the case-by-case approval of NRC. GTCC waste from
decommissioning a nuclear power plant is essentially comprised of
radioactive internal reactor parts, which, while less radioactive than high-
level waste such as spent fuel, remain radioactive for many thousands of
years. However, including GTCC within the entombment structure would
extend the required period of institutional control and its associated
expense to thousands of years. Furthermore, regardless of the time period
in which institutional controls would be required, a licensee would need to
establish a funding mechanism to provide sufficient financial assurance
that essential institutional controls would be carried out for the required
time period. In contrast to immediately dismantling a plant and removing
essentially all radioactive materials from the plant site, entombment would
essentially make a former plant site a restricted storage or disposal facility
for low-level radioactive waste for more than 100 years, which could
hamper commercial reuse or resale of the site for the entombment period.

Finally, questions remain regarding the financial provisions for

remediation in the event of a failure at an entombed site. According to
NRC'’s staff, “very expensive remedies” could be required if an
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entombment configuration proved unable to adequately isolate radioactive
contaminants over the 100-year or longer time period needed for
radioactive decay. Given the length of time involved, states are concerned
that they will have to pay remediation costs should an entombment fail.

Technical Issues Surround
Alternative
Decommissioning Methods

Aside from questionable cost benefits, rubblization and entombment raise
a number of technical issues. For instance, NRC does not intend to require
that sites where rubblized radioactive materials would be buried have
protection equivalent to off-site disposal facilities for low-level radioactive
waste. Disposal facilities for commercial low-level radioactive waste,
which are licensed and regulated by NRC or by a state (under agreement
with NRC), must be designed, constructed, and operated according to
NRC'’s regulations (or compatible regulations issued by the host state). In
addition, to obtain a license to build and operate a disposal facility, the
prospective licensee must characterize the facility site and analyze how
the facility will perform for thousands of years. However, according to
NRC, a rubblized site is not comparable to a low-level radioactive waste
disposal facility because

the quantity, forms, and range of radioactive waste types buried at a
nuclear plant site would be less,

rubblization is a decommissioning action subject to the license
termination rule rather than a radioactive waste disposal action subject to
the licensing provisions of 10 CFR Part 61, and '

NRC'’s regulations for disposing of low-level radioactive waste apply only
to facilities that dispose of waste from other sites and sources and not to
sites where contaminated materials are to be rubblized and buried on-site.

Nevertheless, 10 CFR Part 61 does not differentiate between what does or
does not qualify as a low-level waste disposal action or facility on the basis
of the quantity, forms, or range of the low-level radioactive waste to be
buried. Furthermore, NRC’s view that rubblization does not constitute the
creation of a low-level radioactive waste disposal site is not shared by EPA
and at least three agreement states. When the Maine Yankee Power
Company was considering rubblization as the decommissioning method
for the Maine Yankee nuclear power plant, the state of Maine and EPA
expressed concern that burying low-level radioactive waste at the plant
site would be tantamount to creating an unlicensed low-level radioactive
waste disposal facility. In fact, Maine’s attorney general found that a strict
application of Maine state law would have classified rubblization of the
plant as such. Such classification would have, in turn, required state
legislature and voter approval, licensing by NRC or the state, and eventual
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state ownership of the plant site. Furthermore, when NRC sent a draft
entombment rulemaking plan, an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(ANPR), and the PNNL entombment assessment to agreement states for
comment on March 7, 2001, two out of the three agreement states that
commented responded negatively.

New York, for example, opposed any new rulemaking that would allow
low-level or GTCC waste to be entombed at reactor sites in the state. The
state also contended that such an action would be contrary to the intent of
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act and would adversely impact the financial
viability of existing or planned low-level radioactive waste disposal
facilities and state compacts. The state pointed out that data presented in
the PNNL assessment (as discussed above) indicated that long term
storage followed by dismantlement was preferable to entombment.

The state of Illinois also found entombment to be problematic as a
decommissioning method, urged that NRC prohibit that approach, and
said it would resist its implementation. The state found entombment to be
inconsistent with the waste management policy established by Congress
through the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act as amended.
Regarding NRC's position that entombment is a decommissioning rather
than a disposal action, the state said:

“It is beneath the NRC to engage in the semantical charade of denominating long-term
isolation of reactor waste as anything other than disposal. The Agreement States’ authority
to license disposal of LLRW at reactor sites includes authority over entombment of LLRW.
Any attempt by the NRC to repeal Agreement State authority under the pretext of merely
licensing the decommissioning of commercial nuclear power reactors is virtually
guaranteed to be vehemently {opposed] by Agreement States. If it is the NRC’s objective to
assert permanent federal control and responsibility over reactor sites, using those sites as a
multitude of sacrifice areas throughout the United States, IDNS submits that NRC should
make its proposal to Congress for a full and vigorous national debate.”

Water intrusion is also a major concern for rubblized or entombed sites,
and the fact that most nuclear power plants are situated in shallow water
table or flood plain locations may limit the viability of these options.
Furthermore, should NRC decide to allow GTCC waste in an entombment,
integrity of the concrete configuration would have to be assured for many
thousands of years. However, experts cannot guarantee or predict the
integrity of concrete after 500 years.

Other technical concerns about rubblization include the potential for
buried concrete to leach from rubblized sites, adversely affecting local
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water quality; the propriety of diluting contaminated material by mixing
the material with non-contaminated materials; and, how to demonstrate
that the estimated radiation dose at a rubblized site has been reduced to a
level “as low as reasonably achievable,” as required by NRC.* As with any
proposed decommissioning method, the licensee would have to address
any relevant issues in the License Termination Plan, as well as
demonstrate compliance with the License Termination Rule and
requirements for the reduction of resulting residual radiation to levels that
are as low as reasonably achievable. NRC is in the process of updating its
generic environmental impact statement on radiological criteria for
terminating nuclear facility licenses. The update will address, among other
things, rubblization as a decommissioning method and may include issues
such as the acceptability of mixing or diluting contaminated material, the
environmental effects of leaving contaminated concrete at
decommissioned sites, and the potential effects of widespread use of the
rubblization method because of economic considerations. NRC intends to
require an environmental review for each site that proposes rubblization.
The new generic statement should be useful to NRC in reviewing the
environmental effects of license termination plans based on rubblization.

NRC staff recognized in reaching their favorable conclusions on the
viability of entombment in 1999, that statutory, regulatory, technical, and
implementation issues, such as the appropriateness of relying on intruder
barriers over a 1,000-year period, required further development. For
example, the usefulness of the entombment decommissioning method
could be limited by concerns over the reliability of long-term institutional
controls. Such concerns are indirectly addressed in a recent National
Academy of Sciences report on the long-term management of DOE’s
nuclear sites.’ Many of the weaknesses addressed in the Academy’s report
may apply to the restricted release of NRC-licensed sites as well. For
example, according to the Academy:

The viability over time of land use restrictions is likely to be especially questionable in
cases where contamination levels are not high enough to prohibit all public access but not

®NRC's “As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievable (ALARA)” policy essentially requires licensees
to reduce residual radiation at decommissioning below the level required for unrestricted
release as long as it is economically and environmentally feasible to do so.

® Long-Term Institutional Management of U.S. Department of Energy Legacy Waste Sites
(National Research Council, Committee on the Remediation of Buried and Tank Wastes,
International Standard Book Number 0-309-07186-0, Copyright 2000, National Academy
Press). '
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low enough to permit unrestricted use. Often the real issue is not whether use restrictions
will eventually fail, but when and what the consequences will be when they do. [Emphasis
in original.]

EPA has also questioned the reliability of long-term institutional controls,
stating that among other things, long-term governmental controls may not
be enforced effectively because of political and fiscal constraints on a
state or local government’s exercise of its police power.

NRC’s Chairman has acknowledged that the need for long-term
institutional controls is a significant weakness in decommissioning
methods, such as entombment, in that states or other governmental
agencies may not be willing to accept the responsibility for such controls.
And, according to NRC's staff, the viability of entombment as a
decommissioning method hinges, in part, on the Commission’s decision on
whether barriers to intrusion in the absence of institutional controls would
effectively keep exposure to affected persons beneath the Commission’s
dose limits.

The reliability of institutional controls over entombments that include
GTCC waste would be even more questionable because of the extremely
long post-closure monitoring and surveillance timeframes that would be
required. In fact, in its August 1988 generic environmental impact
statement on decommissioning nuclear facilities, NRC'’s staff concluded
that the entombment method with GTCC waste included in the
encasement was not viable because the security of the site could not be
assured for thousands of years. In 1998, NRC also said that analyses would
be required to demonstrate that a proposed entombment was unlikely to
fail over the proposed entombment period. Such a requirement would be
difficult to meet if GTCC waste were stored in the entombment because,
experts say, projections on the integrity of concrete after 500 years are
speculative. Finally, NRC’s staff has determined that the Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985 and NRC'’s regulations
essentially require that the disposal of GTCC waste be licensed and that
GTCC waste be placed in a geologic repository.’

7 During a NRC entombment workshop held in December 1999, DOE panel members stated
that entombing GTCC waste in a reactor containment building is possible under existing
legislation and that such an alternative was preferable to disposing of this type of waste in
a geologic repository. The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act makes DOE responSIble
for disposing of commercially generated GTCC wastes.
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Over the 100 to 300 year entombment period, early license termination and

potential property ownership changes could also complicate the issue of

financial responsibility for the entombment failure and subsequent
responses. States are concerned that they may be obligated to pay the
potential remediation costs if they have to assume oversight responsibility
for an entombment after NRC has terminated a plant’s operating license.
For this reason, state representatives have said that, at least until
experience with entombment has been acquired, NRC should continue to
maintain some type of licensing responsibility at entombment sites. Such a
step, however, would be contrary to NRC’s goal of terminating licenses
upon plant entombment.

Alternative
Decommissioning Methods
Potentially Conflict With
National Policy

On-site burial of rubblized low-level radioactive waste or the entombment
of these wastes on-site may conflict with national policy on management
and disposal of these wastes. The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act
of 1980, as amended in 1985, established as federal policy that commercial
low-level radioactive waste—except for GTCC waste—can be most safely
and effectively managed by states on a regional basis. Through the act, the
Congress encouraged states to form regional compacts to meet their
collective disposal needs, minimize the number of new disposal sites, and
more equitably distribute the responsibility for the management of low-
level radioactive wastes among the states.

To encourage the formation of such regional compacts, congressionally
approved compacts are allowed to prohibit the disposal of wastes
generated outside their respective regions. To date, 44 states have entered
into 10 compacts. However, despite some 20 years of effort and the
expenditure of about $600 million, no new regional disposal facilities have
been provided as a result of the act, and no state or compact is currently
trying to identify a site for a disposal facility. ®

Commerecial generators of low-level] radioactive waste, including licensees
that are, or soon will be, decommissioning their nuclear power plants,
currently have access to off-site disposal facilities for this waste. Of the
three currently operating disposal facilities for commercial low-level
radioactive waste, the Barmwell, South Carolina facility is both available to

® For a fuller discussion of states’ implementation of the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Act, see Low-Level Radioactive Wastes: States Are Not Developing Disposal
Facilities (GAO/RCED-99-238, Sept. 17, 1999).
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generators in all states and licensed to accept all classes of waste for
which states must provide disposal. However, whether such access will
continue, and at what cost, is uncertain. Access to the Barnwell facility is
to be phased out for most generators by mid-2008. Another facility—
Envirocare of Utah—which is located west of Salt Lake City, Utah, is
available to generators in all states outside the Northwest Interstate
Compact region but is licensed to accept only the least radioactive class of
such wastes. In July 2001, the operator of this facility obtained a license
amendment from the state of Utah to dispose of the more radioactive
classes of low-level radioactive waste. However, the facility must also
obtain the approval of the state’s governor and legislature for such
disposal. The company has announced that, at this time, it will not pursue
such approvals because of controversy over an unrelated proposal to
develop a storage facility for spent fuel from commercial nuclear power
plants.

Unless Envirocare obtains the required governmental approvals in Utah
and expands its existing disposal facility, and absent any new initiative by
a compact of states to develop other disposal capacity, by mid-2008 waste
generators in 36 states, Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia, will have
no access to a disposal facility for wastes that are not already approved for
disposal at the Envirocare facility.

The potential lack of access to disposal facilities prompted NRC and the
nuclear industry to explore the rubblization and entombment
decommissioning methods. Concerns have been voiced, however, that
rubblization and/or entombment could adversely affect disposal costs
and/or the profitability and economic well-being of the existing disposal
facilities, while making it economically infeasible for a compact to develop
new disposal facilities. Thus, the two decommissioning methods appear to
run counter to the existing national policy of encouraging states to manage
disposal of low-level radioactive wastes on a regional basis.

Moreover, the rubblization and/or entombment decommissioning methods
may also contravene some state-compact agreement provisions. As
discussed earlier, for example, if rubblization of the Maine Yankee plant
had occurred, the state could have determined that the rubblized site was
a disposal facility for low-level radioactive waste. In such a case,
according to Maine’s attorney general, the state could have been in
violation of the Texas Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Compact, of
which Maine is a member, because the compact terms make Texas—not
Maine—responsible for developing the compact’s disposal capacity for
low-level radioactive waste generated within Maine, Texas, and Vermont.
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Site characterization is an essential step in the decommissioning process,’
but NRC does not stipulate when site characterization must be done. The
sole time constraint is that a site-characterization must accompany NRC
licensee’s license termination plan and that the license termination plan
must be submitted to NRC at least 2 years before the requested
termination date of the license. If site characterization work does not
begin until the latter stages of decommissioning and survey work uncovers
unexpected contamination, instances can occur where the balance
remaining in the decommissioning trust fund may not be enough to cover
the unplanned additional cleanup work required.

NRC requires licensees to document occurrences and locations of spills,
leaks, and other events that may occur at the plant and result in site
contamination. This documentation, combined with the institutional
knowledge of plant employees, provides the basis for a plant’s historical
site assessment and characterization plans. Historical site assessment and
characterization are essential to ensure and demonstrate that all impacted
areas at the site have been identified and cleaned up to meet the
appropriate dose level required for license termination.

In cases where nuclear power plants were operating before NRC imposed
record keeping requirements for burials, spills, and so forth, or if required
record-keeping was less than meticulous, the institutional knowledge of
plant employees becomes an invaluable tool for disclosing incidents and
locating where contamination might be present. However, once a plant
announces its plans to decommission, employees are often let go or leave
to take other jobs, diminishing the institutional knowledge. In situations
where plants close and are placed in safe storage for a number of years
before final decommissioning work begins, institutional knowledge may
be all but lost. As a result, although surveys take place throughout the
decommissioning process, some instances of contamination may not be
discovered until comprehensive site characterization work begins.

For instance, one small nuclear plant—Saxton in Pennsylvania—was built
on the site of an old steam generating plant. The nuclear reactor was
purposely built on this site to utilize an existing turbine and associated
equipment from the steam plant. The nuclear reactor was shut down in

? Site characterization entails radiological surveys of site grounds and facilities to insure
that residual radiation at the site is in compliance with the appropriate NRC-prescribed
dose limits for license termination and site release. ’

Page 50 GAO-02-48 Nuclear Regulation



Chapter 3: Regulatory Policies Under
Consideration May Affect Decommissioning
Costs and Nuclear Waste Policies

1972. In 1975 the steam plant was demolished and the basement was
backfilled with demolition debris. The nuclear facility was maintained in a
monitored condition, and full-scale decommissioning work did not begin
until May 1998, 26 years after the plant was permanently shut down.

After initial site characterization and submission of the License
Termination Plan in early 1999, unexpected additional contamination was
discovered that required complete removal of all concrete in the
containment structure and excavation, characterization, and remediation
of the old steam plant basement. The estimated cost for this work
exceeded the balance remaining in the decommissioning trust fund,
forcing the owners to pay for it out of their general operating funds.

An NRC official told us that the plant owners are committed to doing a
quality decommissioning job and that many of the problems found have
been identified as a result of their diligence in approaching the
decommissioning task. Nevertheless, historical site assessment efforts
might have been easier to perform and more input from plant employees
might have been obtained had initial site characterization work begun
closer to plant shutdown and unexpected contamination problems been
discovered sooner. Because the licensee was initially able to collect
decommissioning costs from the ratepayers after the plant shut down,
ratepayer contributions to the decommissioning fund might have been
increased, or decontamination and dismantlement could have been
delayed to allow for decommissioning fund investment income to grow to
meet additional decommissioning costs before the principal was spent.

Conclusions

The actual cost incurred to decommission a nuclear power plant site is
affected by many factors, some of which lie beyond a licensee’s control.
One of these factors is uncertainty over the application of radiation
protection standards. Though NRC’s licensees accumulate funds to
decommission their plants to NRC's standard, once the time to
decommission a plant arrives, a licensee may find that it must also meet a
more stringent EPA or state standard at higher than anticipated cost.
Another factor is whether, in the future, licensees will have access to
affordable disposal capacity for the low-level radioactive waste generated
in the decommissioning process. Licensees’ and NRC'’s interest in
rubblization and entombment, as alternative approaches for
decommissioning, attempts to address this uncertainty, but in turn raises
equally important technical and policy issues pertaining to on- and off-site
disposal of low-level radioactive wastes and the proliferation of
radioactive waste disposal sites around the country. Also, the potential
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Recommendations for
Executive Action

short-term cost savings from these methods may be more than offset if
safeguards and institutional controls are required to ensure the safety of
rubblized or entombed sites over the longer term. And the principal
advantage of rubblization and entombment appears to be the disposal of
radioactive waste at nuclear plant sites, which may not comport with
current federal policy encouraging states, by means of congressionally-
approved compacts, to be responsible for this function. Leaving low-level
radioactive wastes buried or entombed at nuclear plant sites would make
it more difficult for the existing low-level radioactive waste disposal
program to succeed economically, thereby undermining the objectives of
the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act, as amended.

There is, however, a way to alleviate some cost uncertainty in the
decommissioning process without major technical and policy
ramifications. Licensees could conduct historical site
assessments/characterization surveys soon after the decision is made to
permanently cease operations. Such early characterization would
minimize the chances of the discovery of contamination problems late in
the decommissioning process, when most or all of the funds have been
spent. It would also provide licensees more time to adjust the
accumulation of decommissioning funds accordingly.

We recommend that the Chairman, NRC, in the Commission’s ongoing
consideration of modifications to radiological criteria for terminating
licenses and alternative decommissioning approaches, address

how the burial or entombment of low-level radioactive waste at nuclear
plant sites, leading to a potentially large number of contaminated sites
scattered around the country, affects the federal policy under the
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act to manage radioactive waste on a
regional basis; and

concerns about whether these decommissioning approaches are
technically compatible with provisions of the Low-Level Radioactive
Waste Policy Act, the interstate compact agreements that implement the
act, and NRC'’s technical regulations on licensing disposal facilities for
low-level radioactive waste.

To reduce the likelihood that site contamination will go undetected until
late in the cleanup process, we recommend that the Chairman, NRC,
require licensees to survey their plant sites for radiation immediately
following the announcement of intentions to permanently cease
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operations, rather than allowing them to wait until 2 years before
decommissioning is supposed to be complete.

NRC stated that it intends to consider our recommendations, as they
pertain to the entombment alternative, during its ongoing rulemaking
proceeding on that option. NRC added that it will obtain input from
stakeholders on addressing the technical and policy concerns associated
with the entombment decommissioning approach.

NRC disagreed with our recommendations as they pertain to rubblization.
The burial of radioactive rubble at the site of a former nuclear plant, NRC
said, would be subject to its license termination rules and not its
regulations governing the development and operation of facilities for
disposing of low-level radioactive wastes. We, however, like EPA and the
State of Maine, find it difficult to discern why radioactive material buried
on-site—material that has traditionally been shipped to disposal facilities
designed and regulated for such purpose--does not merit the same
protection as material sent to a low-level waste disposal site.

NRC also disagreed with our recommendation to require earlier
characterization of sites where plants are to be decommissioned because
earlier characterization, in its view, will not add significant value to the
decommissioning process. We disagree. There is always the chance that
contamination exists at a plant site that has not been documented.
Although there is no guarantee that early historical site assessment and
characterization work would identify all such instances, the chances of
doing so would be enhanced by the availability of plant employees
knowledgeable about past plant operations and site conditions. Delaying
this work until essentially the end of the decommissioning process—after
many employees who are familiar with a plant’s operational history are
gone—decreases the available institutional knowledge. Such delay also
limits the ability of the licensee to acquire more decommissioning funds if
necessary to cover increased decontamination expenses.
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Recent changes to financial reporting standards for asset retirement
obligations, established by the Financial Accounting Standards Board in
June 2001, will require owners of nuclear power plants, among other
affected industries, to report estimated decommissioning costs as
liabilities in their financial statements. When implemented, the new
standard will improve consistency in plant owners’ reporting of these
costs, which previous accounting practices allowed to be reported in a
variety of ways. However, as an accounting standard it cannot guarantee
that licensees have the funds available for decommissioning.

The estimation of decommissioning costs for nuclear regulatory purposes
is an uncertain process, influenced by such matters as applicable cleanup
standards and the selection of a decommissioning method. Moreover,
liability amounts that companies owning nuclear power plants disclose in
their financial statements may differ from the amounts determined under
NRC's regulatory requirements. The new accounting standard, for
example, will require public utilities and electricity generating companies
to measure the liability of decommissioning costs using the “fair value”
method.! In contrast, NRC requires licensees to estimate the cost of
decommissioning their plants using a generic formula that takes into
account the electrical output of the plants and derives from technical
analysis of previous decommissioning activities. Alternatively, NRC allows
licensees to base decommissioning costs on site-specific cost estimates if
these estimates exceed the amounts calculated under the minimum
funding requirements prescribed by NRC.

Finally, the new accounting standard cannot ensure that funds will be
available at the time of decommissioning. Accounting standards are
concerned with how financial events and obligations are reported; they do
not ensure that resources will be available to pay for future needs,
including decommissioning costs.

! Fair value is the amount that an entity would be required to pay in an active market to
settle the asset retirement obligation in a current transaction in circumstances other than a
forced or liquidation settlement.
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Utility companies have used a variety of methods to report estimated costs
of decommissioning nuclear power plants. Implementation of the new
standard in mid-2002 will improve consistency in plant owners’ reporting
of these costs.

On the basis of our review of the 1999 annual financial reports of 55 utility
companies, we determined that about 75 percent of the companies have
used one of two methods—the depreciation method or the liability
method—to account for their decommissioning costs. The remaining
companies used either a hybrid method (16 percent); or the method
included in the new accounting standard (2 percent). (See fig. 4.) We were
unable to determine the method used by 7 percent of the utility companies
because of insufficient disclosures in the financial statements.

Figure 4: Methods Currently Used to Account for Decommissioning Costs
2%
FASB 143

7%
No Disclosures

Hybrid

Depreciation

Liability
Source: GAO analysis.

Utility companies most frequently accounted for nuclear decommissioning
costs as a component of depreciation expense. Using this method, an
expense is reported each year for a portion of the amounts collected from
customers in utility rates; however, instead of recording a liability, the
reported amount for the plant asset is reduced by the amount of the
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expense. This method could ultimately result in a negative book value for
the plant asset.

Using the liability method, an expense is reported each year for a portion
of the amounts collected from customers in utility rates, with an equal
amount added to a liability. The “bottom-line” (net income), as well as net
assets, remains the same under both methods.

A comparison of the depreciation and liability methods to the new
accounting standard shows that only the new standard requires the total
estimated liability to be reported at plant startup, as well as a
corresponding plant asset. (See table 3.)

|
Table 3: Comparison of Methods to Report Decommissioning Liability

Depreciation Liability

Reporting approach method method New standard
Full liability reported at inception No No Yes

Liability gradually reported in an No Yes No

increasing amount

Plant asset cost amount includes  No No Yes

the estimated decommissioning

liability

Source: GAO analysis.

In February 2000, the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB)

- issued for comment an exposure draft entitled Accounting for Obligations
Associated with the Retirement of Long-Lived Assets, which discussed
nuclear plant decommissioning, among other types of asset retirement
obligations. After obtaining and considering public comments, in June

" 2001 the Board unanimously voted to issue the standard in final form,
effective for fiscal years beginning after June 15, 2002. Under this new
standard (Statement of Financial Accounting Standards No. 143,
Accounting for Asset Retirement Obligations), the fair value of the
decommissioning costs is capitalized as part of the cost of the nuclear
plant and an equal amount is recorded as a liability on the balahce sheet.

In addition to requiring utility companies to recognize the full estimated
cost of decommissioning at plant start-up, the new accounting standard
also requires additional disclosures to investors, including:

a general description of the plant retirement obligation (the liability);

the fair value of assets, if any, dedicated to satisfy the liability; and
an explanation of any significant changes in the liability.
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The new accounting standard will not ensure that owners of nuclear
power plants accumulate adequate funding for decommissioning costs.
The Financial Accounting Standards Board is responsible for establishing
standards of financial reporting, but not for ensuring that funding for
liabilities reported under those standards will be available. The latter
responsibility remains with NRC as a part of its regulation of nuclear
power under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and other
legislation.

NRC stated that it neither supports nor opposes the new accounting
standard. NRC added that the accounting standard and NRC’s biennial
financial reporting requirements were developed by distinct organizations
for different purposes. Finally, NRC said it understands that the purpose
of the Financial Accounting Standards Board's standard is to ensure the
consistency of financial reporting. The standard is not, NRC added, meant
to duplicate NRC’s responsibility of assuring the availability of adequate
decommissioning funds.
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PO November 2, 2001

Ms. Gary L. Jones, Director

Natural Resources and Environment
United States General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Ms. Jones:

| am responding to your October 1, 2001 request that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

(NRC) provide comments on the draft Genera! Accounting Office (GAO) report to the Honorable
Edward J. Markey, House of Representatives, entitled “Nuclear Regulation - NRC's Assurances
of Decommissioning Funding During Utility Restructuring Could be improved.”

The NRC provided the GAO with comments on the statement of facts associated with this
report during an sxit meeting with GAO staff on September 7, 2001. We are pleased that GAO
incorporated many of the NRC's comments from the exit meeting in the October 1, 2001, draft
report. GAO determined that most restructuring license transfers have maintained or enhanced
assurance of decommissioning funding, and GAO also has provided constructive comments
regarding documentation of the financial considerations associated with power reactor license
transfer requests.

However, we continue to be concerned that GAO has not fully represented certain aspacis of
the NRC's licenss transfer review process, nor entirely considered the various processes
associated with the decommissioning of a power reactor facility. The enclosed comments are
intended to provide a more comprehensive perspective refated to the conclusions and
racommendations contained in GAO's draft report.

Sincerely,

g Yy

William D. Travers
Executive Director for Operations

Enclosures: As stated
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NRC COMMENTS ON DRAFT GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE (GAO) REPORT TO THE
HONORABLE EDWARD J. MARKEY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, “NUCLEAR
REGULATION - NRC'S ASSURANCES OF DECOMMISSIONING FUNDING DURING UTILITY
RESTRUCTURING CCULD BE IMPROVED"

1. GAOQ begins Chapter 2 of the draft report by stating (p. 20) that “for most of the requests
that NRC reviewed to transfer Ilcen#es for one or more plants, the level of assurance
that the plants’ decommissioning funds will be adequate has been maintained or
enhanced.” However, GAO then cites two specific license transfer reviews that caused
it concern, and GAO concludes Chapter 2 by stating (p. 33) that “NRC's inconsistent
review and documentation of license transfer requests creates the appearance of
different requirements for different owners or different types of transfers.” Based on this
conclusion, GAO recommends that NRC revise its standard review plan (NUREG-1577,
Revision 1, “Standard Review Plan on Power Reactor Licensee Financial Qualifications
and Decommissioning Funding Assurancs,” hereinafter referred to as the SRP) and

related controls for reviewing license transfers to include a checkiist for NRC staff to

follow.

NRC conducted two separate detailed financial reviews. The cited reviews concemed
the corporate reorganization of Public Service Electric and Gas Company (PSEG) and
the formation of Exelon Corporation (Exelon) through a merger between Unicom and

PECO Energy Company.
NRC believes that the actual decommissioning fund assurance (DFA) reviews
associated with the PSEG and Exelon license transfers were adequate and that

reasonable assurance of decommissioning funding was ascertained. In accordance

-1- Enclosure
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NRC staff verified that adequate decommissioning funding would be maintained by
reviewing other sources of financial information in addition to the application materials,
Inclddlng publicly available information concemning the appropriate State's non-
bypassable charge requirements. In the PSEG review, NRC specifically documented a
detailed and thorough evaluation of applicable State law pertaining to DFA, which, in
conjunction with NRC license conditions required by the PSEG order, provides
reasonable assurance of decommissioning funding for PSEG’s plants. NRC staff also
followed the SRP guidance regarding adequate review of applicable State legisiation
pertaining to DFA in the Exelon review to ensure conformance with applicable NRC
regulations and to obtain reasonable assurance of decommissioning funding. NRC,
however, agrees with GAQ that the DFA aspect of the Exalon review was not

appropriately documented.

With respect to financial qualifications reviews, GAO concludes (p. 30-31) that NRC's
review of Exelon’s financial qualifications for operating a iarge fleet of nuclear reactors
was not complete and not conducted in accordance with the SRP guidance. Again, the
NRC believes that this conclusion is a reflection of a lack of documentation, rather than
any substantive deficiency in the actual review. NRC staff followed the SRP guidance
by evaluating the appropriate information needed to obtain reasonable assurance of
Exelon’s financial qualifications to own and operate its reactors safely. NRC
acknowledges, howaver, that some of the tactors associated with the Exelon review
were not appropriately documented, sﬁch as the NRC staff’s finding that certain
changes in financial projections would not have had a material effect on NRC's

determination of Exefon’s financial qualifications.

2 ’ Enclosure
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Regarding GAO's recommendation for developing a license transfer review checklist

(p. 33), NRC does not believe that a checklist will greatly enhance the effectiveness of
Iicensé transfer reviews because many of the reviews that have been performed over
the last few years have been very compiex and, in many aspects, unique. GAO’s
assessments of the PSEG and Exelon reviews appear to be based largely on the lack of
adequate documentation supporting the decision-making logic provided in the SRP.
Therefore, NRC believes that appropriate documentation of the logic supporting each
license transter review will help to further demonstrate the adequacy and effectiveness
of each review. The NRC will seek to ensure proper documentation is maintained to

address GAO's concern of the appearance of different requirements.

2. in Chapter 3 of the draft report, GAO conciudes (p. 50) that the proposed alternative
approaches for decommissioning (i.e., entombment and rubblization) raise equally
important policy and technical issues. GAO also recommends (p. 50) that NRC require
site radiation surveys to be performed immediately after a licensee announces its
intention to permanently cease operations to minimize the chances of the discovery of

contamination problems late in the decommissioning process.

NRC agrees that the issues raised in the draft report are important. Although NRC has
previously identifiad DECON and SAFSTOR as the preferred alternatives, NRC is
evaluating whether ENTOMB, under certain circumstances, may be an allowable
alternative. NRC intends, during the ongoing entombment rulemaking effort
documented in SECY-01-0099, to consider GAQ's recommendation and obtain

stakeholder input for addressing the technical and policy concerns associated with the

3 Enclosure
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entombment alternative approach. Regarding rubblization, NRC considers the
rubblization process to be subject to the license termination rules of 10 CFR Parts 20,
and 50, instead of the low-leve] waste requirements of 10 CFR Part 61 because the

intent is not to create a low-level waste disposal site.

NRC believes that GAO's site survey recommendation would not add significant value to
current decommissioning practices. Under current regulations, a licensee may begin
substantial decommissioning activities, such as removing and dismantiing various facility
systems and structures, prior to site characterization. An immediate site
characterization survey performed prior to these decommissioning-activities, as
recommended by GAO, would not necessarily identify all potential areas of radioactive
contamination because there may be sources of radioactivity that cannot be identified or
adequately assessed until many of the facllity systems and structures are dlsmaniled
and removed. Therefore, GAO's recommendation may not necessarily be cost
effective, because additional site characterization surveys may need to be performed in
order to thoroughly understand the contamination remaining after the removal and

dismantlement of facility systems and structures.

3. in Chapter 4, GAO (p. 53-54) states that the new accounting standard set forth in June
2001 by the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) will improve the consistency
of reporting estimated decommissioning costs in financial statements, but will not ensure
that licensees will have adequate funds for decommissioning. The NRC neither
supports nor opposes the new FASB standard. The NRC notes that, at one point, it

intended to adopt the FASB standard for reporting decommissioning costs as a way to

4 Enclosure
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obtain additional information on the status of decommissioning funds, but that the FASB
standard was delayed for several years. In September 1999, the NRC promulgated
additional reporting requirements for the status of decommissioning funding, obviating
NRC's need for the new FASB standard. The new FASB standard and the NRC’s
decommissioning funding status reports were developed by two distinct organizations
for different purposes. The NRC agrees with GAO’s statement that NRC, not FASB, is
responsible for ensuring that NRC licensees will have adequate funds for
decommissioning, and understands that the purpose of the FASB standard is to ensure
the consistency of financial reporting and is not meant to provide a means of assuring

the availability of adequate decommissioning funds.

35 Enclosure
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended (the Act)', assigns the Federal
Government the responsibility for the disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high-level waste.
Section 302(a) of the Act authorizes the Secretary to enter into contracts” with the owners and
generators”™ of commercial spent nuclear fuel and/or high-level waste. The Standard Contract
for Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and/or High-Level Radioactive Waste® (Standard Contract)
established the contractual mechanism for the Department’s acceptance and disposal of spent
nuclear fuel and high-level waste. It includes the requirements and operational responsibilities of
the parties to the Standard Contract in the areas of administrative matters, fees, terms of
payment, waste acceptance criteria, and waste acceptance procedures. The Standard Contract
provides for the acquisition of title to the spent nuclear fuel and/or high-level waste by the
Department, its transportation to Federal facilities, and its subsequent disposal.

The Standard Contract requires the Department to issue an annual Acceptance Priority
Ranking (APR) report and an Annual Capacity Report (ACR). The APR establishes the order in
which the Department allocates the projected acceptance capacity for commercial spent nuclear
fuel. The ACR applies projected nominal acceptance rates for the system to the APR, resulting
in individual allocations for the owners and generators expressed in metric tons of uranium
(MTU). These capacity allocations form the basis for the Purchasers’ submittal of Delivery
Commitment Schedules (DCS). As specified in the Standard Contract, the ACR is for planning
purposes only and, thus, is not contractually binding on either DOE or the Purchasers.

1.1  BASIS FOR THE ACCEPTANCE PRIORITY RANKING

As required by the Standard Contract, the APR is based on the date the spent nuclear fuel
was permanently discharged, with the oldest spent nuclear fuel, on an industry-wide basis, given
the highest priority. The phrase “date the spent nuclear fuel was permanently discharged” means
the date the reactor went subcritical for the purpose of permanently discharging the spent nuclear
fuel, as reported to the Department by the Purchasers on the Nuclear Fuel Data Survey Form,
RW-859. The APR is the basis for allocating projected spent nuclear fuel (SNF) acceptance
capacity in the ACR. The 2004 APR listing i1s based on SNF discharges through December 31,
2002. The APR listing has been included as Appendix A.

* Individual contracts are based upon the Standard Contract for Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and/or High-Level
Radioactive Waste (10 CFR Part 961).

™ Owners and generators of spent nuclear fuel and high-level waste who have entered into contracts with the
Department and/or have paid fees for purchase of disposal services are referred to as “Purchasers.” In identifying
the Purchasers listed in this report, the Department has relied upon written notices received pursuant to Article X1
and XIV of the Purchasers’ disposal contracts. In the event that any Purchaser believes that the listed demgnahon 18
‘inappropriate, the Purchaser should contact the Department.



Future discharges will be added to the priority ranking based on their date of permanent
discharge. If SNF currently designated as temporarily discharged is redesignated as permanently
discharged (without subsequent irradiation), the date of redesignation will become the ranking
date, instead of the date of actual discharge. Reinserted assemblies, previously designated as
permanently discharged, will be removed from the priority ranking.

1.2 BASIS FOR THE ANNUAL CAPACITY REPORT

The ACR (see Appendix B) applies a 10-year projected nominal waste acceptance rate to
the APR, resulting in individual capacity allocations. The projected nominal acceptance rate is
based on the assumption of SNF acceptance beginning in 2010 at the Yucca Mountain Geologic
Repository. These projected nominal waste acceptance rates are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Projected Nominal Waste Acceptance Rates for Spent Nuclear Fuel

Year SNF (MTU)
2010 400
2011 600
2012 1,200
2013 2,000
2014 3,000
2015 3,000
2016 3,000
2017 3,000
2018 3,000
2019 3,000

The Department will further define and specify the system operating and waste acceptance
parameters as the Program progresses, and inform the Purchasers accordingly. Until the SNF is
accepted by the Department, Section 111 (a)(5) of the Act assigns the waste owners and
generators the primary responsibility to provide for, and pay the costs of, interim storage.

The Tables in Appendix B list the Purchasers” annual allocations for each of the first 10 years
of projected CRWMS operation. Table 2 presents a summary of all Purchasers’ annual
allocations based on the nominal waste acceptance rates for the 10-year period covered by this
report.

™" The term “year,” when used in reference to capacity allocation in this r‘cport, means the calendar year, beginning
. January 1 and ending December 31.



TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF PURCHASERS' ANNUAL ALLOCATIONS (MTU)?

BU £ 2010; 2012 0135 |- 2014 ].12015 01
Aerotest Operations, Inc. - - - - - N . - - - -
Alabama Power Company - - - - 456 119.3 73.4 77.8 60.2 89.9 466.2
Ameren UE - - - - - - 38.7 443 38.0 30.3 151.3
_AmerGen Energy Company, LLC 31.1] 43.0 46.8 114.4 51.7 36.4 - 67.0 88.6 107.4 586.4
1 Public Service Company - - - - - - - 66.5 69.4 66.2 202.1
___anore Gas & Electric Co. - - - 82.6 107.5 89.6 93.8 62.0 64.2 - 499.7
BWXT - - 0.1 0.1 - 0.1 0.1 - 0.1 - 0.1°
Carolina Power & Light Company - 69.7 48.0 50.5 145.8 118.3 116.0 87.3 87.4 94.8 817.8
Cleveland Electric lluminating Co. - - - - - - - - 226 76.7 99.4
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. 655) 225 41.6 21.8 42.1 421 44.5 21.8 21.0 - 323.1
Consumers Power Co. - 2.5 87.4 31.1 32.9 59.9 24.8 3.1 259 32.0 299.6
Dairyland Power Cooperdtive 0.8 6.0 3.0 3.9 4.9 5.7 6.1 7.8 - - 38.1
Detroit Edison Company - - - - - - - - - 19.1 - 19.1
Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. 55| 407 52.5 41.9 113.8 93.3 103.6 123.7 103.9 71.2 750.1
Dow Chemical - - - - ~ - - - - - -
Duke Power Company - 24.9 48.2 176.4 124.2 162.3 200.0 318.5 2346 246.3 1,535.5
Energy Northwest - - - - - - 10.8 | 294 52.5 37.9 130.7
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. - - - 51.5 76.6 83.3 60.6 76.8 28.2 87.6 464.6
Entergy Gulf States, Inc. - - - - - - - 30.5 41.1 329 104.5
Entergy Louisiana, inc. - - - - - - - 38.6 31.8 70.8 141.1
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC - - .- 51.4 30.0 71.8 34.4 35.8 33.6 27.3 284.2
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company - 3.9 25.5 82.6 171 83.9 - 34.2 - - 2472
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC 30} 277 32.8 27.1 52.8 33.8 63.5 31.1 33.0 25.8 330.6
‘Entergy Nuclear indian Point 3, LLC - - - 29.3 347 34.7 33.0 36.1 28.4 338 229.9
:Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC - 72.9 - 40.2 50.7 415 413 24.9 250 236 320.0
Exelon Generation Company, LLC 21.1| 605 2512 466.7 488.3 451.7 419.8 3752 523.9 4336 3.491.9
Florida Power & Light Co. - 20.9 59.6 78.7 169.3 112.4 141.8 117 1 86.9 1222 908.9
Florida Power Corporation - - - 0.9 46.4 58.3 30.1 41.3 - 33.8 210.8
FPL Energy Seabrook, LLC - - - - - - - - - - -
G.E. Uranium Management Corporation 145.2 - - - - - - ~ - - 1352
General Atomics 0.1 0_.1 - 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1°
General Electric Company 0.3 - - - - - - - - N 0.3
"2 Power Company - - - 52 91.6 105.3 103.2 116.3 103.3 117.3 642.2
: Michigan Power Co. - - To- 57.8 132.6 120.2 119.3 357 65.7 71.5 602.9
huerstate Power & Light - - 15.4 36.4 32.0 236 22.0 23.4 21.9 19.1 193.9
Kansas Gas & Electric Company - - - - - - - 27.7 33.7 35.3 96.7
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company - 26.4 57.9 78.0 52.5 30.0 54.8 24.5 20.8 27.4 3723
Nebraska Public Power District - - 23.6 13.8 80.9 41.9 21.2 37.3 32.2 30.9 281.7
Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC| 9.4 | 49.0 38.9 30.8 68.1 - 74.8 31.1 - 36.3 3384
Northern Slates Power Co. - 26.2 99.6 65.2 111.4 143.1 58.9 92.6 52.3 38.4 687.6
Omaha Public Power District - - 22.3 354 14.8 21.9 32.3 16.4 15.2 13.1 171.4
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 7.3 6.0 15.9 - - - - 47.5 65.3 110.2 252.1
Pennsyivania Power & Light Co. - - - - - - 89.6 103.5 121.2 78.9 393.2
Pennsylvania Power Company - - - - 6.0 48.7 35.2 63.6 56.3 31.8 241.6
Portland General Electric Company - - - - 0.5 40.5 34.9 42.2 54.2 48.8 49.0 270.0
PSEG Nuciear LLC - - - - 46.9 72.6 64.6 133.0 96.0 133.8 547.0
Rochester Gas and Electric Company 32.0 46 24.4 323 35.8 12.7 35.1 23.5 12.8 236 236.9
Sacramento Municipal Utility District - - - 35.3 49.2 32.0 30.1 - 82.0 - 228.6
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company - - - - - - 50.4 27.6 28.0 31.9 137.9
South Texas Project NOC - - - - - - - - 9.8 50.4 60.2
Southern California Edison Co. 3561 20.5 38.6 19.2 19.3 - 73.9 118.7 112.7 60.5 498.9-
Systems Energy Resources, Inc. - - - - - - - 101.5 50.4 50.2 202.1
Tennessee Valley Authority - - - 64.2 297.8 236.0 277.0 - 33.1 60.3 968.4
Texas Utilities Generating Company - - - - - - - - - - .
Toledo Edison Co. - - - - - 65.2 30.6 - 30.5 28.1 154.3
U.S. DOE 22.9 6.8 7.8 7.3 89.5 88.0 0.1 0.1 15.7 - 237.8°
Virginia Electric and Power Co. - 82| 1133 54.7 105.5 133.0 151.3 86.0 108.6 85.9 846.4
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 16.3] 43.1 326 64.2 50.2 57.0 29.9 53.7 37.8 37.7 422.5
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation - - 44 33.8 35.1 25.9 498 23.1 7.1 26.5 215.7
Yankee Atomic Electric Company 9.9 10.1 9.7 18.1 8.5 9.4 17.7 8.3 9.2 8.4 109.2
NOMINAL TOTAL} 400 600 | 1,200 2,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 22,200

srences in Purchaser allocations for individual years in Annual Capacity Report may differ from the Acceptance Priority Ranking due to rounding.

b These totals are not the sum of the annual allocations because the actual annual values are much tess than .1 MTU.



1.3 SUBMITTAL OF COMMENTS ON THIS REPORT

Written comments are requested, especially from the Purchasers, on the content
and format of this report. Comments received on previous reports were used to identify
issues that needed to be addressed by the Department and the Purchasers in the
implementation of the Standard Contract provisions. Comments on this report should be
addressed to:

Mr. David K. Zabransky

Contracting Officer

Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management, RW-20E
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20585

Or by e-mail at:

dave.zabrapsky(@rw.doe.gov
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APPENDIX A
2004 ACCEPTANCE PRIORITY RANKING

In accordance with the Standard Contract for Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel
and/or High-Level Radioactive Waste (10 CFR Part 961) (Standard Contract), an
Acceptance Priority Ranking (APR) listing has been generated based on
information as reported to the Department by the Purchasers on the Nuclear Fuel
Data Survey Form, RW-859. The 2004 APR listing is based on SNF discharges
through December 31, 2002. '

Al



APPENDIX A

2004 ACCEPTANCE PRIORITY RANKING

LISTING OF SPENT FUEL BY DATE OF PERMANENT DISCHARGE'

gl
.aral Atomics General Atomics RCH 67 11 30 1 0.1 .
weneral Atomics General Atomics RCH 67 12 31 7 0.1 0.1
U.S. DOE Big Rock Point BWR 68 06 21 5 0.7 0.7
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 68 10 31 1 0.1 0.7
U.S.DOE Big Rock Point BWR 69 04 18 1 0.1 0.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 1 BWR 69 09 06 94 9.6 10.3
U.S. DOE La Crosse BWR 69 10 14 1 0.2 10.4
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 70 04 17 51 215 31.8
G.E. Uranium Mgmt. Corp. Dresden 2 BWR 70 06 05 29 5.6 37.4
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 1 PWR 70 10 02 48 17.6 55.0
U.S. DOE Ginna PWR 71 02 04 12 4.6 59.5
U.S.DOE Big Rock Point BWR 71 02 12 5 0.7 60.2
G.E. Uranium Mgmt. Corp. Dresden 2 BWR 71 02 26 215 41.6 101.8
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 71 04 16 52 22.0 123.7
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 71 05 31 8 0.1 123.7
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Humboldt Bay BWR 71 06 05 40 3.1 126.7
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 71 06 30 1 0.1 126.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 1 BWR 71 09 10 112 11.5 138.2
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC  [Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 71 09 18 17}- 3.3 1415
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 71 09 18 24 4.7 146.1
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 1 PWR 71 12 25 49 18.0 164.1
Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe PWR 72 02 12 36 9.9 174.0
G.E. Uranium Mgmt. Corp. Dresden 2 BWR 72 02 19 509 98.1 2721
U.S.DOE Big Rock Point BWR 72 03 18 36 4.9 276.9
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC  |Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 72 04 02 31 6.1 282.9
|*R~~hester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 72 04 14 33 13.0 295.9
: JOE Ginna PWR 72 04 14 28 10.8 306.6
~nerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 72 05 01 136 26.5 333.1
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 72 06 10 53 22.2 355.2
Dairyland Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 72 08 19 6 0.8 355.9
-Pacific Gas & Electric Company Humboldt Bay BWR 72 08 25 55 4.2 360.1
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 1 BWR 72 09 01 28 55 365.5
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 72 09 30 419 16.3 381.8
U.S. DOE Point Beach 1 PWR 72 09 30 3 1.2 383.0
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 72 10 06 48 19.1 402.1
Gengral Atomics General Atomics RCH 72 11 30 1 0.1 402.1
General Electric Company various various 72 12 01 0 0.3 4024
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 1 PWR 72 12 29 40 7.8 410.1
U.S.DOE Big Rock Point BWR 73 03 02 25 3.5 4135
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 73 03 03 51 9.9 4234
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 73 03 03 13 2.6 4259
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 73 03 16 53 24.2 450.1
Dairyland Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 73 03 30 26 3.2 453.2
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 73 04 13 148 28.9 482.1
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC  |Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 73 04 14 104 20.3 502.3
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 1 PWR 73 06 02 57 20.5 522.7
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 73 07 08 55! 225 545.2
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Humboldt Bay BWR 73 08 31 51 3.9 549.1
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 73 09 29 50 9.5 558.6
“Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 1 BWR 73 10 08 52 5.4 563.9
Dairyland Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 73 11 03 24 2.9 566.8
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APPENDIX A
2004 ACCEPTANCE PRIORITY RANKING

LISTING OF SPENT FUEL BY DATE OF PERMANENT DISCHARGE'
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ha = ginat 5
2ral Atomics General Atomics RCH 73 11 30 2 0.1 566.8
_ntergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 BWR 73 12 29 20 3.9 570.7 |
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 73 12 31 2 0.1 570.7
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 74 01 01 12 4.6 575.3
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 74 03 11 44 8.6 583.8
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 74 03 15 122 23.7 607.5
US.DOE Big Rock Point BWR 74 03 23 13 1.8 609.2
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC ~ |Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 74 03 31 148 28.8 638.0
“Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 74 03 31 32 6.2 644.1
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 74 04 06 74 287 672.8
U.S. DOE Point Beach 1 PWR 74 04 06 3 1.2 673.9
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 74 04 13 72 14.1 688.0
Carolina Power & Light Company 1Robinson 2 PWR 74 05 04 103 455 733.5
U.S. DOE Robinson 2 PWR 74 05 04 1 0.5 733.9
Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe PWR 74 05 11, 37 10.1 744.0
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 74 06 02 18 25 746.4
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 74 06 29 72 26.4 772.7
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 1 BWR 74 08 30 208 40.7 813.4
T*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 1 BWR 74 09 01 37 3.8 817.2
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 74 10 04 46 20.9 838.0
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 74 10 13 .328 63.4 901.3
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 74 10 16 36 14.4 915.7
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 74 10 19 53 249 940.5
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 74 10 24 18 8.2 9487
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Humboldt Bay BWR 74 10 31 - 27 2.1 950.7
Ertergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC indian Point 1 PWR 74 10 31 120 22.9 973.5
:n Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 BWR 74 11 02 156 30.0 1,003.5
_«elon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 74 12 21 85 16.5 1,019.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 75 01 09 1 0.2 1,020.1
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 75 01 10 81 15.7 1,035.8
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 75 02 08 25 9.4 1,045.1
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 75 03 10 25 9.9 1,055.0
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 1 PWR 75 03 14 53 19.3 1,074.3
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 75 03 29 112 22.0 1,096.2
Florida Power & Light Co. {Turkey Point 4 PWR 75 03 29 44 20.0 1,116.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 75 04 16 141 27.4 1,143.5
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 75 04 26 26 11.9 1,155.3
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 75 05 02 152 57.9 1,213.2
Dairyland Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 75 05 09 25 3.0 1,216.2
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 75 05 17 48 19.8 1,236.0
U.S. DOE Haddam Neck PWR 75 05 17 1 0.5 1,236.4
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Humboidt Bay BWR 75 05 31 33 2.6 1,238.9
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 75 06 06 2 0.4 1,239.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 1 BWR 75 09 01 64 6.6 1,245.8
U.S. DOE Dresden 1 BWR 75 09 01 2 03 1,046.0
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 1 BWR 75 09 12 144 28.2 1,274.2
Northem States Power Co. Monticelio BWR 75 09 12 268 51.9 1,326.0
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 75 09 14 200 38.9 1,364.8
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 75 09 26 73 33.0 1,397.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 75 10 03 94 18.3 1,416.1
Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe PWR 75 10 18 40 9.7 1,425.7
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A4

aa Power & Light Co. urkey Point 3 .
U.S. DOE Turkey Point 3 75 10 26 5 23 1,442.3
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 75 10 31 52 23.6 1,465.9
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 75 11 16 16 6.4 1,472.3
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades 75 12 20 205 84.4 1,556.6
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek 75 12 27 56 11.0 1,567.6
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 76 01 03 156 30.2 1,597.7
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 76 01 27 132 25.5 1,623.1
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna 76 01 29 37 14.6 1,637.6
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point 76 01 31 22 3.0 1,640.6
{Duke Power Company Oconee 1 76 02 Q8 60 28.2 1,668.8
IBWXT Oconee 1 76 02 08 0 0.1 1,668.8
iInterstate Power & Light Duane Arnold 76 02 13 80 15.1 1,683.8
:Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee 76 02 14 11 4.4 1,688.1
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Three Mile Island 1 76 02 20 30 14.0 1,702.1
:Wisconsin Electric Power Company PointBeach 2 76 02 26 34 13.4 1,715.5
.Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 76 03 05 40 16.0 1,731.4
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 76 03 05 49 223 1,753.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 76 03 14 156 30.0 1,783.7
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 76 03 19 4 0.8 1,784.4
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 76 03 27 186 36.3 1,820.7
U.S. DOE Peach Bottom 2 76 03 27 2 04 1,821.1
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 76 03 30 72 32.8 1,853.8
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 76 04 07 42 19.5 1,873.3
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 76 04 18 6 2.8 1,876.0
) #-~iaig Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 76 04 22 64 28.7 1,804.6
... .OE , Surry 2 76 04 22 10 4.5 1,909.1
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck 76 05 18 53 21.8 1,930.9
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Humboldt Bay 76 07 03 184 13.3 1,944.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 76 09 10 164 31.8 1,975.9
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 76 09 18 1 0.5 1,976.3
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper 76 09 19 120 23.6 1,999.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 76 09 19 148 28.7 2,028.5
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 1 76 09 30 53 19.3 20477
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 1 76 10 01 124 24.3 2,072.0
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 76 10 01 32 12.9 2,084.8
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun 76 10 02 36 12.9 2,097.6
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 76 10 17 89 39.9 21374
Northemn States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 76 10 22 40 16.1 2,153.4
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 76 10 30 52 23.7 2,477.1
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 76 11 15 57 25.3 2,202.3
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 76 12 24 63 28.6 2,230.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 3 76 12 24 188 35.9 2,266.7
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 77 01 01 32 12.6 2,279.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 77 01 07 42 19.1 2,298.3
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee 77 01 17 45 17.7 2,3159
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. _ Arkansas Nuclear One 1 77 01 27 50 23.3 2,339.1
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 77 03 03 37 14.3 2,353.4
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 1 77 03 05 160 30.8 2,384.1
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold 77 03 12 74 13.9 2,398.0
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 77 03 12 4 0.8 2,398.7
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AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Three Mile Island 1 PWR 77 03 18 53 24.6 2,437.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 77 03 20 183 356 2,472.7
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 77 04 09 70 27.3 2,500.0
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 77 04 15 41 16.1 2,516.0
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 77 04 23 128 249 2,540.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 BWR 77 04 27 172 32.3 2,573.0
BWXT Oconee 1 PWR 77 05 08 0 0.1 2,573.0
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 77 05 09 34 15.2 2,588.2
Dairyland Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 77 05 11 32 39 2,592.1
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 77 05 28 73 33.9 2,625.9
BWXT Oconee 2 PWR 77 05 28 0 0.1 2,625.9
Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe PWR 77 06 04 36 8.7 2,634.6
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 1 BWR 77 06 15 66 6.9 2,641.4
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC . |Fitzpatrick BWR 77 06 21 132 259 2,667.2
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 77 07 23 20 2.7 2,669.9
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 77 08 05 60 28.1 2,697.9
BWXT Oconee 1 PWR 77 08 05 0 0.1 2,697.9
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 BWR 77 08 06 428 82.6 2,780.5
Sacramento Municipal Utility District Rancho Seco PWR 77 08 20 20 9.3 2,789.8
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 77 08 21 112 20.6 2,810.4
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR 77 09 09 64 29.1 2,839.5
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 77 09 10 140 26.3 2,865.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 BWR 77 09 10 196 37.7 2,903.4
Northemn States Power Co. Monticelio BWR 77 09 10 20 3.8 2.907.2
\/i-~inja Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 77 09 10 79 35.6 2,942.7
b . 0E Surry 2 PWR 77 09 10 2 1.0 2,943.6
K .ehnessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 1 BWR 77 09 13 168 329 2,976.4
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 77 09 19 12 2.4 2,978.8
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 77 09 30 52, 19.0 2,997.7
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 77 10 04 48 19.2 3,016.8
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 77 10 15 53 21.9 3,038.6
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 77 10 21 61 283 3,066.8
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 77 11 14 35| 14.1 3,080.8
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Milistone 2 PWR 77 11 20 45 17.9 3,098.6
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 77 11 24 27 12.3 3,110.8
U.S. DOE Turkey Point 3 PWR 77 11 24 13 6.0 3,116.8
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 77 11 30 1 0.1 3,116.8
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades PWR 78 01 08 68 27.4 3.144.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 78 01 14 180 349 3,178.9
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 78 01 23 112 415 3,220.4
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 78 01 27 53 242 3,244.5
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 78 02 02 61 28.2 3.272.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 PWR 78 02 04 64 28.7 3,301.3
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC indian Point 2 PWR 78 02 13 60 271 3,328.3
Filorida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 78 03 03 2 1.0 3,329.3
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 78 03 03 24 4.5 3,333.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 78 03 04 176 34.1 3,367.8
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 1 BWR 78 03 10 124 241 3,391.9
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR 78 03 18 132 25.9 3,417.7
Interstate Power & Light Duane Amold BWR 78 03 116 21.8 3,439.5

A5

18




APPENDIX A
2004 ACCEPTANCE PRIORITY RANKING

LISTING OF SPENT FUEL BY DATE OF PERMANENT DISCHARGE'

TR PR P

" +Gen Energy Company, LLC T Mile
Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 78 03 18 1 0.5 3,473.8
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 78 03 22 44 17.7 3,491.4
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 78 03 25 4 16.2 3,507.5
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 78 03 27 41 16.2 3,523.7
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR | 78 03 28 52 20.7 3,544.3
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 3 BWR 78 04 01 252 47.7 3,592.0
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 78 04 02 60! 115 3,603.4
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 78 04 06 64 29.2 3,632.5
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation . Kewaunee PWR 78 04 21 41 16.1 3,648.5
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 78 04 22 42 19.2 3,667.7
U.S. DOE Surry 1 PWR 78 04 22 1 0.5 3,668.1
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 78 04 30 1 0.1 3,668.1
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 . PWR 78 06 06 65 30.2 3,698.3
*Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC Indian Point 3 PWR 78 06 07 64 293 3,727.5
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 78 06 17 4 0.8 3,728.3
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee : PWR 78 07 14 133 50.7 3,778.9
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 78 08 13 60 27.2 3,806.0
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 78 09 02 56 26.0 3,832.0
U.S. DOE Oconee 1 - PWR 78 09 02 0 0.1 3,832.0
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 3 BWR 78 09 08 3 0.6 3,8326
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 BWR 78 09 09 260 48.8 3,881.3
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR 78 09 14 65 29.6 3,910.8
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 1 PWR 78 09 15 52 19.2 3,930.0
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 PWR 78 09 16 72 28.5 3,958.5
*----Gen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 78 09 16 168 31.1 3,989.5
o gy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 78 09 16 106 19.6 4,009.1
entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 78 09 17 136 2551 - 4,034.6
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 78 09 20 33 13.3 4,047.8
Northern States Power Co. Monticelio BWR 78 10 14 8 15 4,049.3
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 78 10 15 44 16.4 4,065.6
Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe PWR 78 10 21 40 9.4 4,075.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 1 BWR 78 10 31 464 471 412214
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 78 11 04 85 30.2 4,152.2
Sacramento Municipal Utility District Rancho Seco PWR 78 11 14 56 26.0 4,178.1
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 1 BWR 78 11 26 26 5.0 4,183.0
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 " PWR 78 11 27 40 16.1 4,199.1.
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 ~PWR 79 01 01 30 13.7 42128
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 79 01 12 39 7.3 4,220.0
|*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 79 01 18 193 373 42573
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 79 01 27 49 20.2 42775
U.S. DOE Fort St. Vrain HTG 79 02 01 246 3.0 4,280.5
*Consumers Power Co. : Big Rock Point ’ BWR 79 02 02 26 3.5 4.284.0
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 79 02 04 44 20.2 4.304.1
U.S. DOE Surry 2 PWR 79 02 04 8 3.7 4,307.8
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 79 02 10 40 15.7 43235
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Three Mile Island 1 PWR 79 02 17 52 24.2 4,347.6
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 79 03 02 132 24.8 43724
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC  |Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 79 03 03 168 31.2 4.4035
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 79 03 08 46 21.2 4,424 .6
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 PWR 79 03 09 69 31.2 44557
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LISTING OF SPENT FUEL BY DATE OF PERMANENT DISCHARGE'

S 09
ninion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. ilistone 44823
cxelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 BWR 158 304 4,512.6
- |*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 43 7.9 4,520.5
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2~ PWR 29 11.7 45321
Dairyland Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 28 34 4,535.5
U.S. DOE Three Mile Island 2 PWR 177 82.5 4,618.0
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 65 302 4,648.1
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 68 253 4,673.4
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 1 PWR 38 175 4,690.9
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 65 29.2 4,720.0
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 65 294 4,749.4
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 164 31.2 4,780.6
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 48 20.6 4,801.2
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR . 72 285 4,829.6
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 188 353 4.864.8
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 56 26.0 4,890.8
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR 156 295 4,920.3
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 1 BWR 148 281 4,948.4
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 65 30.1 4.978.4
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 41 16.5 49948
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 13 53 5,000.0
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 PWR 63 28.3 5,028.3
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 3 BWR 97 18.2 5,046.4
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades PWR 68 26.5 5,072.9
*Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC indian Point 3 PWR 76 34.7 5,107.6
*E-~lon Generation Company, LLC Peach Botiom 3 BWR 272 51.7 5,159.2
gy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 139 257 5.184.0
. ..ginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 51 234 5,208.3
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 24 97 5,217.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR 70 32.0 5,249.8
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 PWR 64 23.7 5,273.5
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 2 PWR 71 327 5,306.1
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 67 31.2 5,337.2
U.s. DOE Oconee 1 PWR 0 0.1 5,337.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 180 35.0 5,372.1
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 PWR 13 6.0 5,378.1
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 37 17.0 5,395.0
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 40 16.2 5,411.1
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 1 BWR 362 68.0 5,479.0
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 153 27.6 5,506.6
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 BWR 92 17.0 5,523.6
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 73 26.3 5,549.8
Sacramento Municipal Utility District Rancho Seco PWR 65 30.2 5,579.9
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 40 14.8 5,594.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 200 385 5,633.2
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 88 16.6 5,649.7
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 148 273 5,676.9
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 44 20.5 5,697.3
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 132 248 5,722.1
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 152 28.7 5,750.7
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 68 3186 5,782.3
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.da Power & Light Co. : PWR 80 03 15 88 5815.3
cxelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 BWR 80 03 21 278 51.3 5,866.6
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 80 03 29 36 14.2 '5,880.8
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 1 PWR 80 04 08 52 19.3 5,900.0
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 80 04 11 32 12.9 5,912.8
Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 80 04 11 53 24.4 5,937.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 PWR 80 05 02 59 27.0 5,964.1
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 80 05 03 53 219 5,985.9
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 80 05-05 160 30.0 6,015.9
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 80 05 09 33 13.3 6,029.1
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 80 05 26 245 457 6,074.8
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 80 05 30 66 28.4 6,103.1
General Atomics General Atomics MSC 80 06 30 0 0.1 6,103.1
" {Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 80 08 08 53 227 6,125.8
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Milistone 2 PWR 80 08 16 73| 28.0 6,153.8
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Isfand 1 PWR 80 08 31 40 16.0 6,169.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 80 08 31 224 42.4 6,212.1
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR 80 09 05 352 66.0 6,278.0
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 80 09 14 72 32.9 6,310.9
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 1 PWR 80 09 19 64 29.5 6,340.4
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 80 09 26 82 17.0 6,357.3
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 80 09 30 4 0.1 6,357.3
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 1 ) BWR 80 10 04 168 31.2 6,388.4
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 PWR 80 10 17 54 245 6,412.8
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 80 10 18 70 27.2 6,439.9
U ° DOE Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 80 10 18 1 0.4 6,440.3
.~ ,umers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 80 10 31 22 2.9 6.443.0
"y —sorgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 80 11 01 76 14.0 6,457 .1
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 80 11 07 53 24 .4 6,481.5
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 80 11 08 36 16.5 6,498.0
Dairyland Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 80 11 09 12 1.5 6,499.4
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 3 BWR 80 11 23 376 70.3 6,569.7
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 80 11 26 8 3.3 6,572.9
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 80 12 05 68 31.6 6,604.4
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 80 12 28 63 29.0 6,633.4
General Atomics Generai Atomics RCH 80 12 31 1 0.1 6,633.4
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 81 01 02 69 31.5 6,664.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 BWR 81 01 03 226 42.2 6,707.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC - Zion 1 PWR 81 01 14 64 29.4 6,736.4
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 PWR 81 01 18 73 28.2 6,764.5
Sacramento Municipal Utility District Rancho Seco PWR 81 01 31 41 19.0 6,783.4
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 81 02 21 41 16.5 6,799.9
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 81 02 27 228 42.5 6,842.3
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 81 02 28 78 35.7 6,878.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 3 BWR 81 03 06 216 40.6 6,918.5

*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 81 03 07 200 36.9 6,955.3 |
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 2 PWR 81 03 13 92 42.3 6,997.6
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 81 03 21 84 15.5 7,013.1
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuciear One 2 PWR 81 03 28 35 15.0 7,028.0
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 1 BWR 81 04 11 245 459 7,073.9
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 . PWR 81 04 17 32 12.9 7,086.7
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nester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 04 18 15 5.9 7,092.6
. visconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 81 04 20 41 16.5 7,109.0
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 81 04 20 104 19.2 7.128.2
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 81 04 21 112 21.0 7,149.1
Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 81 05 01 35 16.1 7,165.2
- [Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe PWR 81 05 02 36 8.5 714737
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 81 05 08 73 28.2 7,201.9
U.S. DOE Fort St. Vrain HTG 81 05 13 240 2.9 7,204.7
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 ‘PWR 81 05 29 64 27.5 7,232.2
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 81 06 26 69 32.0 7.264.1
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 81 07 31 6 0.1 7.264.1
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 81 08 11 64 24.9 7,288.9
*Consumers Power Co.’ Palisades PWR 81 08 29 68 28.1 7,317.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 81 09 07 200 37.3 7,354.2
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 81 09 10 28 12.9 7,367.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 PWR 81 09 1 64 29.3 7,396.3
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 81 09 18 40 14.6 7,410.9
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 81 09 19 40 16.1 7,426.9
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 81 09 26 53 219 7.448.8
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 BWR 81 09 26 232 427 74914
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 81 09 28 65 30.2 75216
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 81 10 08 25 10.1 7,531.6
U.S.DOE Point Beach 1 PWR 81 10 08 3 1.3 7,532.9
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 81 10 09 32 58 7.538.6
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 81 10 16 120 22.2 7,560.7
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 81 10 19 28 12.9 7,573.6
o ssee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 3 BWR 81 10 30 280 52.4 7,625.9
“«rgy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 81 10 31 188 35.1 7,661.0
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 81 11 07 13 6.0 7,666.9
U.S. DOE Surry 2 PWR 81 11 07 40 18.4 7,685.2
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 2 PWR 81 12 05 73 28.4 7,713.86
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 PWR 81 12 25 53 24.4 77379
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 81 12 29 71 33.0 7,770.8
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 1 PWR 82 01 01 56 25.8 7,796.6
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 82 01 02 188 34.7 7,831.2
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 82 01 25 18 6.8 7,837.9
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 82 01 31 1 0.1 7,837.9
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 82 02 05 22, 2.8 7,840.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR 82 02 13 52 23.8 7,864.5
:Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 82 02 19 52 95 7,873.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 BWR 82 02 19 276 508 7,924.6
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 82 02 28 46 19.8 7,944.3
Virginia Electric and Power Co. “ |North Anna 2 PWR 82 03 07 54 248 7,969.1
*Toledo Edison Co. Davis-Besse PWR 82 03 13 53 25.1 7,994.1
*Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC Indian Point 3 PWR 82 03 24 76 34.7 8,028.8
Portland General Eleciric Company Trojan PWR 82 03 26 37 17.0 8,045.8
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 82 04 09 37 14.5 8,060.3
Dairyland Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 82 04 09 30 33 . 8,063.6
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 82 04 16 29 11.7 8,075.2
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 82 04 17 76 29.6 8,104.8
U.S.DOE Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 82 04 17 1 0.4 8,105.1
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vuke Power Company Oconee 3 82 04 24 72 334 8,168.3
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 82 05 17 53 24.4 8,192.7
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 82 05 21 110 20.5 8,213.2
U.S. DOE Cooper BWR 82 05 21 2 0.4 8,213.6
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 82 06 12 39 15.7 8,229.2
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 82 07 03 64 27.4 8,256.6
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR 82 07 30 196 36.4 8,293.0
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 PWR 82 08 20 60| 24.3 8,317.3
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 82 08 31 3 0.1 8,317.3
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 82 09 01 168 31.0 8,348.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 82 09 06 224 41.3 8,380.5
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 1- BWR 82 09 11 192 35.4 8,424.8
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 1 PWR- 82 09 11 68 31.3 8,456.1
Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe PWR 82 09 11 40 9.4 8,465.4
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 PWR 82 09 18 75 33.9 8,499.2
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 82 09 24 73 28.2 8,527.3
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 82 10 09 104 19.2 8,546.5
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 82 10 09 42 19.3 8,565.8
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 1 PWR 82 10 15 34 15.7 8,581.4
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 PWR 82 10 16 53 20.6 8,602.0
Alabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 82 10 22 52 23.8 8,625.8
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 82 10 22 20 8.1 8,633.9
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 82 11 08 69 32.1 8,665.9
Northern States Power Co. Prairie island 1 PWR 82 11 15 41 15.6 8,681.5
*Iniana Michigan Power Co. Cook 2 PWR 82 11 20 81 373 8,718.7
. a Public Power District Fort Cathoun PWR 82 12 03 20 7.3 8,7259
warolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 82 12 10 228 42.6 8,768.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 BWR 83 01 08 224 41.4 8,809.8
Alabama Power Company Fariey 1 PWR 83 01 14 66 303 8,840.1
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 2 PWR 83 01 21 68 31.3 8,871.3
Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 83 01 21 39 18.0 8,889.2
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 83 01 22 49 20.3 8,909.5
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 83 02 07 62 28.4 8,937.8
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 83 02 11 128 236 8,961.4
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 83 02 12 207 36.5 8,997.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 3 BWR 83 02 14 284 52.1 9,049.9
Sacramento Municipal Utility District Rancho Seco PWR 83 02 17 69 32.0 9,081.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 PWR 83 02 24 56 25.6 9,107.4
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 83 02 26 87 33.2 9,140.5
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 83 03 04 106 19.4 9,159.9
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 83 03 17 29 11.5 9,171.4
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 83 03 19 60 28.2 9,199.5
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 83 03 25 26 104 9,209.9
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 83 03 26 16 6.0 9,215.9
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 PWR 83 04 02 55 25.4 9,241.2
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 83 04 04 56 10.3 9,251.4
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 83 04 06 49 22.4 9,273.8
U.S. DOE multiple MSC 83 04 07 n/a 58.5 9,332.3
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 1 BWR 83 04 16 267 49.1 9,381.3
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 83 04 30 116 21.5 9,402.7
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isumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 83 05 29 9,405.6
vominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Milistone 2 PWR 83 05 28 76 29.7 9,435.2
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 83 06 01 65 30.2 9,4653
BWXT Oconee 1 PWR 83 06 01 0 0.1 9,465.3
U.S. DOE Oconee 1 PWR 83 06 01 0 0.1 9,465.3
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 PWR 83 06 10 53 24.4 9,489.6
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 83 06 23 200 36.7 9,526.3
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 83 06 30 53 24.3 9,550.6
U.S. DOE Surry 2 PWR 83 06 30 8 3.7 9,554.2
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 83 07 16 66 28.3 9,582.4
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 2 PWR 83 07 19 68 31.2 9.613.6
*Toledo Edison Co. Davis-Besse PWR 83 07 25 85 40.2 9,653.8
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades PWR 83 08 12 68 26.4 9,680.1
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 83 08 28 41 15.6 9,695.7
General Atomics - |General Atomics RCH 83 08 31 2 0.1 9,695.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 83 09 04 228 421 9,737.7
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 3 BWR 83 09 07 196 36.0 9,773.6
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR 83 09 07 73 334 9,807.0
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 83 09 14 73 34.0 9,840.9
BWXT Oconee 2 PWR 83 09 14 0 0.1 9,840.9
Alabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 83 09 16 - 64 29.4 " §,870.3
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 83 09 30 220 40.5 9,810.7
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 83 09 30 42 16.9 9,927.6
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 83 10 01 104 39.6 9,967.1
*Entérgy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 PWR 83 10 05 66 27.0 9,994.1
Gecrgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 83 11 05 146 26.8 10,020.9
" and Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 83 11 05 22 24 10,023.3
._unnern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 83 12 01 41 15.6 10,038.9
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 BWR 83 12 10 224 41.3 10,080.1
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 84 01 13 184 33.9 10,113.9
U.S. DOE Fort St. Vrain HTG 84 61 20 240 2.8 10,116.6
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 84 01 26 61 26.3 10,1429
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 84 02 03 188 33.9 10,176.7
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 84 02 10 77 353 10,212.0
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 1 PWR 84 02 20 72 33.1 10,245.0
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 . PWR 84 02 24 38 17.5 10,262.5
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 1 PWR 84 02 24 73 334 10,295.9
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 84 03 02 26 9.4 10,305.3
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 84 03 03 29 10.9 10,316.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 84 03 06 196 354 10,3514
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 2 PWR 84 03 08 91 41.8 10,393.2
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 84 03 08 52 24.2 10,417.3 |
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 84 03 08 54 24.8 10,442.0
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 84 03 11 185 34.4 10,476.4
Wisconsin. Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 84 03 16 49 18.9 10,495.2
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 84 03 17 216 39.3 10,534.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 PWR 84 03 27 68 31.2 10,565.6
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 84 03 31 73 - 275 10,593.0
Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe PWR 84 03 31 36 8.5 10,601.4
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, inc. Millstone 1 BWR. 84 04 14 200 358 10,637.2
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 . PWR 84 04 21 101 37.8 10,674.9
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-Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 BWR 84 04 28 534 10,752.1
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 84 05 12 29.9 10,781.9
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 84 05 31 2.1 10,784.0
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC indian Point 2 PWR 84 06 02 32.5 10,816.5
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC {Vermont Yankee BWR 84 06 15 106 19.4 10,835.8
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 84 08 01 53 219 10,857.6
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 PWR 84 08 02 58 26.7 10,884.2
Northern States Power Co. Prairie island 2 PWR 84 09 03 41 1565 10,899.7
*Toledo Edison Co. Davis-Besse .~ PWR 84 09 11 65 30.6 10,930.3
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR 84 09 15 603 110.4 11,040.6
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 84 09 15 116 21.3 11,061.8
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 84 09 26 72 32.9 11,094.7
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 84 09 28 22 8.9 11,103.5
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 2 PWR 84 09 28 68 313 11,134.8
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 84 09 28 44 20.2 11,154.9
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 84 09 29 237 43.8 11,198.7
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 84 09 30 1 0.1 11,198.7
+PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 2 PWR 84 10 04 68 31.3 11,229.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 BWR 84 10 05 196 35.6 11,265.5
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 84 10 05 64 29.7 11,2951
U.S.DOE Oconee 1 PWR 84 10 05 0 0.1 11,295.1
Pennsylvania Power Company |Beaver Valley 1 PWR 84 10 11 77 353} 11,3303
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. .JArkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 84 10 12 68 31.6 11,361.9
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 2 PWR 84 10 12 80| 31.0 11,392.8
Snrwern California Edison Co. San Onofre 2 PWR 84 10 21 64 274 11,420.2
7 31 Atomics General Atomics RCH 84 11 30 2 o4 11,4202
" miabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 85 01 05 71 326 11,4527
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 85 01 1 5 1.9 11,454.6
Duke Power Company McGuire 2 PWR 85 01 25 39 18.0 11,472.6
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR 85 01 30 73 333 11,505.9
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 85 02 01 120 22.1 11,5279
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 85 02 08 45 17.1 11,5449
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 BWR 85 02 09 192 353 11,580.2
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR -85 02 14 188 34.5 11,614.6
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 2 PWR 85 02 16 80 32.3 11,646.9
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 85 02 21 68 316 11,678.4
BWXT : Oconee 2 PWR 85 02 21 0 0.1 11,678.4
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 85 03 08 65 30.2 11,7085
Dairyland Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 85 03 11 28 3.1 11,7115
Sacramento Municipal Utility District Rancho Seco PWR 85 03 15 65 30.2 11,741.6
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 PWR 85 03 16 68 29.1 11,770.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 85 03 17 176 32.0 11,802.6
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 1 BWR 85 03 19 420 76.7 11,879.3
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 85 03 20 32 12.0 11,891.3
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 85 03 20 54 24.8 11,916.0
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 85 03 28 184 339 11,949.8
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 85 03 30 57 26.1 11,875.9
BWXT Quad Cities 2 BWR 85 03 31 0 0.1 11,975.9
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 85 04 05 181 33.3 12,009.2
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 85 04 05 3 12.5 12,021.6
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more Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 85 04 06 76 29.3 12,050.9
|- ndiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 85 04 06 94 40.2 12,091.0
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 85 04 06 862 28.5 12,119.5
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 85 04 19 69 31.7 12,151.2
Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 85 05 02 40 18.4 12,169.6
*Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC indian Point 3 PWR | 85 06 07 72 33.0 12,202.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 3 BWR 85 07 14 284 51.8 12.254.3
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 85 07 31 2 0.1 12,2543
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 85 08 07 52 241 12,278.3
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 85 08 17 73 27.4 12,305.7
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 1 PWR 85 08 26 56 257 12,331.4
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 85 08 31 1 0.1 12,331.4
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 85 09 05 53 19.4 12,350.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 . PWR 85 09 05 76 34.8 12,3855
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 85 09 06 20 26 12,388.1
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 3 PWR 85 09 14 64 27.4 12,415.4
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 85 09 20 120 22.0 12,437.3
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 85 09 28 - 64 22.9 12,460.2
Wisconsin Electric Power Company - Point Beach 2 PWR 85 10 04 22{ 8.7 12,468.9
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 85 10 05 66 30.3 12,499.2
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 PWR "85 10 18 69 26.9 12,526.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salie County 1 BWR 85 10 18 232 426 12,568.5
Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe PWR 85 10 19 40 94 12,577.9
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 85 10 20 85 32.2 12,610.0
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, inc. Millstone 1 BWR 85 10 26 200 357 12,645.6
FEvnlon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 85 10 28 176 32.0 12,677.6
*. ia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 85 11 04 42 19.3 12,696.9
“Isouthemn California Edison Co. San Onofre 1 PWR 85 11 21 52 19.3 12,716.2
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 85 11 27 141 26.2 12,742.3
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 85 11 29 148 27.1 12,769.4
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades PWR 85 11 30 52 20.3 12,789.6
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 85 12 31 2 0.1 12,789.6
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck - PWR 86 01 03 56 228 12,812.3
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 86 01 06 216 38.3 12,850.6
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 86 01 10 61 27.9 12,8784
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 PWR 86 01 13 68 31.1 12,909.5
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 86 01 31 48 20.8 12,930.2
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 86 02 07 33 124 12,9425
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 86 02 13 51 23.7 .12,966.1
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 BWR 86 02 15 296 54.4 13,020.4
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 PWR 86 02 20 39 18.0 13,0384
Ameren UE Callaway PWR 86 02 28 84 38.7 13,077.1
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 2 PWR 86 02 28 89 37.4 13,1144
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 86 02 28 37 14.1 13,128.4
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 86 03 04 61 223 13,150.7
Dairyland Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 86 03 07 28 3.1 13,153.7
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 86 03 08 200 355 13,189.2
Energy Northwest Columbia BWR 86 03 14 96 17.6 13,206.8
Duke Power Company McGuire 2 PWR 86 03 14 69 31.7 13,2384
Southern Califonia Edison Co. San Onofre 2 PWR 86 03 15 89 355 13,273.9
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 1 PWR 86 03 21 69 31.7 13,305.5
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zral Atomics General Atomics RCH 86 03 31 13,305.5
plabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 86 04 04 29.4 13,334.9
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 2 PWR 86 04 05 30.6 13,365.4
Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 86 04 09 28.1 13,393.4
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Opyster Creek BWR 86 04 11 184 323 13,425.6
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 86 04 11 34 13.7 13,439.2
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 86 04 30 120 21.6 13,460.8
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 86 05 10 58 26.6 13,487.3
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 86 05 16 75 34.5 13,521.8
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 PWR 86 05 17 65 29.9 13,5651.6
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 PWR 86 06 13 60 25.7 13,577.2
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 BWR 86 07 25 192 34.3 13,6115
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 PWR 86 08 08 64  27.2 13,638.6
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 2 BWR 86 08 09 324 59.6 13,698.1
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 86 08 16 60 279 13,725.9
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablp Canyon 1 | PWR 86 08 29 66 30.5 13,756.3
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 86 09 04 64 29.6 13,785.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR 86 09 04 60 275 13,8134
U.S. DOE ‘Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 86 09 04 0 0.1 13,813.4
Systems Energy Resources; Inc. Grand Guif 1 BWR 86 09 05 264 48.6 13,862.0
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 86 09 18 155 28.5 13,8904
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Milistone 2 PWR 86 09 20 57 23.2 13,913.5
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 86 09 27 29 11.7 13,925.2
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 2 PWR 86 10 02 57 26.2 13,951.3
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 86 10 03 59 27.2 13,978.5
Nehb-aska Public Power District Cooper . BWR 86 10 04 152 278 14,006.3
- acElectric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 86 10 04 25 11.5 14,017.7
1 «xelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 86 10 11 152 26.9 14,044.6
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Wolf Creek PWR 86 10 16 8 3.7 14,048.3
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 86 10 22 40 14.8 14,063.0
Baitimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 86 10 25 76 29.0 " 14,092.0
|AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Three Mile island 1 PWR 86 10 31 75 34.8 14,126.8
Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Waterford 3 PWR 86 11 26 92 38.6 | . 14,1654
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 BWR 86 11 29 172 30.5 14,195.8
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 86 12 17 60 27.8 14,2236
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 87 01 02 24 3.1 14,226.7
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 3 PWR 87 0102 89 354 14,262.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 2 BWR 87 01 03 224 41.0 14,303.1
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 87 01 16 196 35.8 14,338.8-
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 87 02 07 84 31.3 14,370.1
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 87 02 13 321, 120 14,382.1
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 87 02 14 176 323 14,414.3
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 1 PWR 87 02 14 88 37.4 14,451.6
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 87 02 24 29 11.0 14,462.6
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 87 03 01 46 16.5 14,479.0
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 87 03 06 60 27.7 14,506.7
interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 87 03 12 128 23.4 14,530.1
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 PWR - 87 03 13 86 33.0 14,563.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 BWR 87 03 13 272 49.7 14,612.7
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 87 03 15 61 28.0 14,640.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 PWR ~ 87 03 25 80 36.7 14,6877.3
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.1e Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 87 03 28 67 24.5 14,701.8
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 87 03 28 50 21.6 14,723.3
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 3 BWR 87 03 31 192 35.1 14,758.3
Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 87 04 01 57 26.2 14,7845
*Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC Indian Point 3 PWR 87 04 02 79 36.1 14,820.6
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 2 PWR 87 04 03 37 17.1 14,837.6
Wisconsin: Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 87 04 03 37 14.9 14,852.5
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Isiand 1 PWR 87 04 08 41 15.0 14,867.4
Energy Northwest Columbia BWR 87 04 10 124 227 14,890.1
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 87 04 19 47 21.7 14,911.8
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 87 04 22 272 49.8 14,961.5
{Dairyland Power Cooperative La Crosse BWR 87 04 30 72 7.9 14,969.4
‘Duke Power Company McGuire 2 PWR 87 05 01 74 34.1. 15,003.4
Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe PWR 87 05 02 36 8.3 15,011.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 1 BWR 87 05 15 100 18.6 15,030.3
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 1 BWR 87 06 05 196 34.7 15,065.0
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 87 06 27 80 35.8 15,100.7
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 87 06 30 1 0.1 15,100.7
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 87 07 18 53 21.9 15,1225
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 87 08 07 136 249 15,147.4
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 PWR 87 08 24 57 264 15,173.7
Southemn California Edison Co. San Onofre 2 PWR 87 08 29 113 479 15,2216
Duke Power Company ' Oconee 1 PWR 87 09 02 56 25.9 15,247 .4
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 87 09 04 72 31.0 15,278.4
Ameren UE ' Callaway PWR 87 09 11 96 44.3 15,322.7
*Fv~lan Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 87 09 12 200 355 15,358.1
: ylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 BWR 87 09 12 240 44 .1 15,402.1
cutergy Gulf States, Inc. River Bend BWR 87 09 14 164 30.5 15,432.6
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 87 09 18 89 41.3 15,4739
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Wolf Creek PWR 87 09 27 52 24.0 15,4979
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 1 PWR 87 10 02 73 31.1 15,529.0
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 87 10 02 35 13.6 15,5425
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 1 "PWR 87 10 02 70 32.3 15,574.8
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 PWR 87 10 03 65 27.6 15,602.3
Alabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 87 10 03 46 21.3 15,623.5
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 2 PWR 87 10 03 72 27.4 15,650.9
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 PWR 87 10 05 68 31.1 15,682.0
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 87 10 21 136 245 15,7064 |
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 3 PWR 87 10 31 75 34.7 15,741.0
Systems Energy Resources, Inc. Grand Gulf 1 BWR 87 11 07 288 53.0 15,793.9
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 PWR 87 12 11 73 33.8 15,827.6
*Nine.Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 87 12 19 176 31.2 15,858.7
Duke Power Company Catawba 2 PWR 87 12 23 64 27.2 15,885.9
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Milistone 2 PWR 87 12 31 77 31.3 15,917.2
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 88 01 01 183 335 15,950.7
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 88 01 06 48 17.0 15,967.6
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 88 01 13 208 38.2 16,005.7
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 88 02 02 52 241 16,029.8
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 88 02 05 33 11.7 16,0414
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 PWR 88 02 12 51 216 16,063.0
PSEG Nuclear LLC Hope Creek BWR 88 02 14 232 43.0 16,106.0
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.na Public Service Company Palo Verde 2 PWR 88 02 20 84 355 16,1414
-Exelon Generation Company, LLC {Zion 1 PWR 88 02 24 80 36.9 16,178.3
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 88 03 02 32 12.2 16,190.4
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 88 03 05 124 227 16,213.1
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 2 BWR 88 03 05 232 42.6 16,255.6
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 1 PWR 88 03 06 68 31.3 16,286.9
*Toledo Edison Co. Davis-Besse PWR 88 03 11 65 30.5 16,317.4
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 1 BWR 88 03 13 224 411 16,358.4
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR .88 03 26 73 33.7 16,392.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 88 03 27 168 29.7 16,4217
Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Waterford 3 PWR 88 04 01 80 31.8 16,453.5
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 88 04 08 20 271 16,456.1
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 88 04 08 93 36.2 16,492.2
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 88 04 08 33 13.0 16,505.1
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 88 04 09 52 23.9 16,5298.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 88 04 10 164} 29.1 16,558.0
Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 88 04 13 49 226 16,580.6
i*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 2 PWR - 88 04 23 72 29.0 16,609.5
‘Energy Northwest Columbia BWR 88 04 30 151 27.6 16,637.1
General Atomics General Atomics MSC 88 04 30 0 0.1 16,637.1
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 3 PWR 88 04 30 113 47.8 16,684.9
Duke Power Company McGuire 2 PWR 88 05 27 69 29.7 16,714.5
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Three Mile island 1 PWR 88 06 17 58 26.9 16,741.4
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 88 06 30 5 0.1 16,741.4
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 88 07 11 83 30.9 16,772.2
Car~lina Power & Light Company Harris PWR 88 07 30 4 1.9 16,774.1
T Jmers Power Co. {Palisades PWR 88 08 08 52 . 205| 16,7945
Luke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 88 08 10 88 40.8 16,835.3
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 88 08 24 37 13.6 16,848.8
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 88 08 27 184 33.6 16,882.4
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. ' Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 88 08 28 61 28.3 16,9106
PSEG Nuclear LLC _ Salem 2 PWR 88 08 31 81 37.3 16,9479
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 1 PWR 88 09 03 76 323 16,980.1
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 88 09 10 69 31.7 17,011.7
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 88 09 16 61 28.0 17,039.7
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 2 PWR 88 09 17 74 34.1 17,0737
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 88 09 20 53 24.3 17,098.0
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 88 09 27 44 15.3 17,113.2
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 88 09 28 150 27.6 17,1407
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 88 09 29 120 22.0 17,162.7
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 88 09 30 176 30.9 17,193.5
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Wolf Creek PWR 88 10 07 73 33.8 17,227.2
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 88 10 08 34 12.6 -17,239.8
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 1 PWR 88 10 08 67 31.2 17,270.9
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 88 10 12 77 32.7 17,303.6
*Exeion Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 PWR 88 10 12 68 31.3 17,334.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 2 BWR 88 10 14 236 432 17,377.9
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 88 10 15 57 20.9 17,398.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 BWR 88 10 30 200 35.2 17,433.9
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 88 11 10 184 33.7° 17,467.6
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 88 11 11 49 21.1 17,488.6
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" .kee Atomic Electric Company Rowe
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 17,5236
‘Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 1 17,5428
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 88 11 30 1 17,542.8
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 88 12 31 1 17,542.8
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Clinton BWR 89 01 02 168 17,573.8
BWXT Oconee 1 ‘PWR 89 01 03 0 . 17,573.8
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 89 01 03 53 24.6 17,598.3
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 2 PWR 89 01 07 88 37.6 17,635.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 1 BWR 89 01-11 636 117.4 -17,753.2
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 2 PWR 89 01 18 72 33.1 17,786.3
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 2 PWR 89 02 01 84 31.8 17,818.1
*Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC Indian Point 3 PWR 89 02 04 62 28.5 17,846.5
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Milistone 2 PWR 89 02 04 73 29.9 17,876.3
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 89 02 11 136 25.1 17,901.3
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR | --89.02 20 45 17.1 17,918.4
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 " PWR 89 02 20 61 28.2 17,946.5
Cleveland Electric lluminating Co. Perry 1 BWR 89 02 22 123 227 17,969.2
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 89 02 25 54 249 17,984 1
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 1 PWR 89 03 05 100 39.9 18,033.9
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 3 PWR 89 03 08 69 29.6 18,063.5
Duke Power Company Catawba 2 PWR 89 03 10 71 30.3 18,093.7
Entergy Guif States, Inc. River Bend BWR 89 03 15 222, 41.2 18,134.8
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 PWR 89 03 17 72 28.1 18,162.8
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna ) PWR 89 03 17 36| 12.9 18,175.7
i~~tems Energy Resources, Inc. Grand Guilf 1 BWR 89 03 17 276 50.5 18,226.1
.= iylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 2 PWR 89 03 18 53 245 18,250.5
I"indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 89 03 18 80| 368 18,287.3
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 PWR 89 03 18 72 33.1 18,320.3
Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 89 03 19 57 26.3 18,346.6
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem'1 PWR 89 03 23 65 30.2 18,376.7
Alabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 89 03 24 57 26.6 18,403.3
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 89 03 29 44 16.1 18,419.3
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 BWR 89 03 29 228 40.5 18,459.7
Ameren UE Callaway PWR 89 03 31 - 88 38.1 18,497.8
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 89 04 02 33 12.4 18,510.1
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 89 04 07 104 19.1 18,529.1
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Milistone 1 BWR 89 04 07 196 349 18,564.0
Energy Northwest Columbia BWR 89 04 29 137 25.0 18,589.0
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, inc. IMillstone 3 PWR 89 05 11 85 39.3 18,628.3
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 89 05 20 43 20.0 18,648.2
Sacramento Municipal Utility District Rancho Seco PWR 89 06 07 177 82.1 18,730.2
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 89 06 09 22 2.9 18,733.1
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 89 06 30 4 0.1 18,733.1
Duke Power Company McGuire 2 PWR 89 07 05 73 31.1 18,764.1
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 89 07 31 2 0.1 18,764.1
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 1 PWR 89 08 05 18 9.8 18,773.9
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 89 08 19 128 227 18,796.6
U.S. DOE Fort St. Vrain HTG 89 08 29 18 0.2 18,796.8
U.S. DOE Fort St. Vrain HTG 89 08 29 1464 15.5 18,812.2
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 PWR 89 09 01 69 32.0 18,844.2
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~Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 89 09 02 54 21.1 18,902.8
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 2 PWR 89 09 02 108 45.7 18,948.4
Detroit Edison Company Enrico fFermi 2 BWR 89 08 04 104 19.2 18,967.6
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 89 09 04 242 44.6 19,0121
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR 89 09 07 76 35.0 19,047.1
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 89 09 08 168 30.9 19,078.0
{*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 89 09 10 132 23.5 19,101.5
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 2 BWR 89 09 12 209 38.3 19,139.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 1 BWR 89 09 15 172 31.5 19,171.2
PSEG Nuclear LLC Hope Creek BWR 89 09 16 264 48.8 19,220.0
‘|Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 89 09 22 74 34.3 19,254.3
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 89 09 23 32 11.7 18,2659
Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Waterford 3 PWR 89 09 23 85 35.7 19,301.6
*Entergy Arkansas, inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 PWR 89 09 25 81 33.3 19,334.8
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 1 PWR 89 10 07 65 30.1 19,364.9
Carolina Power & Light Company Harris PWR 89 10 09 46 21.3 19,386.1
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 89 11 08 56 26.0 19,412.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 89 12 03 136 23.6 19,435.6
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 89 12 31 1 0.1 19,435.6
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1° PWR 80 01 03 54 19.5 19,455.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 1 PWR 90 01 05 88 37.5 19,492.5
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Three Mile Island 1 PWR 90 01 05 91 42.3 19,534.7
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 90 01 08 70 29.8 19,564.5
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 90 01 22 101 37.8 19,602.2
*Tr'~do Edison Co. Davis-Besse PWR ‘90 01 26 60 28.1 19,630.3
-+ Power Company Catawba 1 PWR 90 01 27 69 29.4 19,659.7
r sorida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 90 02 03 56 25.8 19,685.4
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 90 02 04 168 29.8 19,715.2
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 90 02 17 37 13.1 19,728.3
Georgia Power Company Haftch 1 BWR 90 02 17 180 33.2 19,7615
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 2 PWR 90 02 22 97! 38.8 19,800.2
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 1 PWR 90 02 23 75 34.9 19,835.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 PWR 90 03 01 72 33.2 19,868.1
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 90 03 02 33 12.5 19,880.6
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper’ BWR 90 03 03 168 30.9 19,9115 |
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 2 PWR 90 03 03 84 38.9 19,950.3
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Woif Creek PWR g0 03 09 76 35.3 19,9856
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 80 03 14 73 33.9 20,019.5
*Exelon Generafion Company, LLC Braidwood 2 PWR 90 03 16 84 35.7 20,055.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 2 BWR 90 03 17 216 39.5 20,094.6
‘Tennessee Valley Authority 1Sequoyah 1 PWR 90 03 17 54 24.9 20,1194
Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 90 03 19 53 24.5 20,143.9
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 90 03 23 37 13.3 20,157.1
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 90 03 23 69 32.0 20,189.0
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 1 PWR 90 03 29 40 218 20,210.8
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 90 03 31 148 27.4 20,238.1
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 90 03 31 38 14.0 20,2520
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 2 PWR 90 03 31 75 348 20,286.7
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 50 04 07 - 73 "27.4 20,314.1
Southern California Edison Co. 1San Onofre 3 PWR 90 04 109 45.7 20,359.7
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Columbia

20,397.7

PSEG Nuclear LLC

vuke Power Company Oconee 1 90 04 26 52 24.2 20,4218
Duke Power Company Catawba 2 90 06 09 69 29.3 20,451.1
Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe 90 06 23 37 8.5 20,4595
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold 90 06 28 104 19.1 20,478.6
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 2 90 06 30 85 34.3 20,512.8
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 1 90 06 30 40 14.9 20,527.6
General Atomics General Atomics 90 07 31 4 0.1 205276
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 90 08 21 63 29.3 20,556.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 2 80 09 0t 79 33.7 20,590.5
Duke Power Company ) McGuire 2 90 09 01 76 323 20,622.8
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee 90 09 01 129 23.6 20,646.4
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 2 90 09 03 69 31.8 20,678.1
Cleveland Electric luminating Co. Perry 1 90 09 03 416 76.8 20,754.8
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 2 90 09 05 196 36.3 20,7911
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 1 80 09 07 164 30.4 20,821.4
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 90 09 08 37 16.1 20,837.5
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 2 90 09 08 77 355 20,873.0
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 90 09 10 53 19.0 20,891.9
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 90 09 12 48 22.3 20,914.2
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 90 09 12 220 38.8 20,952.9
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 2 90 09 14 -85 34.7 20,987.6
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 2 90 09 14 36 16.7 21,004.3
*Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC indian Point 3 90 09 15 73 33.8 21,038.0
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades 90 09 15 75 29.4 21,067 .4
1*C~~sumers Power Co. Big Rock Point 90 09 21 20 2.7 21,070.0
© " ;nUE Callaway 90 09 21 71 30.3 21,100.3
1 =xelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 90 09 23 168 29.1 21,1294
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 90 09 26 159 29.3 21,158.6
Systems Energy Resources, Inc. Grand Gulf 1 50 09 29 284 50.2 21,208.8
Entergy Gulf Siates, Inc. River Bend 90 09 29 178 33.0 21,2417
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 2 90 09 29 1 0.6 21,2423
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 2 90 09 30 76 29.3 21,2715
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 90 10 01 57 26.5 21,298.0
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 90 10 06 33 12.2 21,3101
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 90 10 06 55 25.3 21,3354
Alabama Power Company. Farley 2 90 10 13 57 26.5 21,361.8
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Clinton 90 10 14 216 39.7 21,401.5
*indiana Michigan Power Co. _ Cook 1 90 10 20 81 37.4 21,4388
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 90 11 12 144 25.7 21,4644
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 1 90 11 24 52| 28.2 21,492.6
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 a0 11 24 64 29.5 21,522.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 1 90 12 30 60 25.6 21,5475
PSEG Nuclear LLC Hope Creek 91 01 01 264 48.8 21,596.2
Virginia Electric and Power Co. ‘|North Anna 1 91 01 12 68 31.5 21,627.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottomn 2 91 01 12 160 29.3 21,656.9
General Atomics General Atomics 91 01 31 1 0.1 21,656.9
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 1 91 02 01 89 41.3 21,698.2
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC indian Point 2 91 02 01 56 25.8 21,724.0
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, inc. Millstone 3 91 02 02 79 36.6 21,760.5
Salem 1 91 02 09 65 30.2 21,790.7
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Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 52
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 1 BWR 91 02 16 192 21,850.0
:AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 91 02 16 144 218754
“Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 PWR 91 02 22 68 21,903.3
;Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 91 03 04 53 21,9279
iAIabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 91 03 08 63 21,8571
iWisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 91 03 09 37 21,9711
Pennsyivania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 2 BWR 91 03 09 231 . 22,011.2
Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Waterford 3 PWR 91 03 15 85 22,0463
Carolina Power & Light Company Harris PWR 91 03 16 61 22,074.5
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 3 PWR 91 03 16 69 22.102.0
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 PWR 91 03 20 69 22,131.2
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR" 91 03 20 176 22,163.8
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 91 03 22 29 22,1741
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 2 BWR 91 03 22 224 - 22,2159
Detroit Edison Company Enrico Fermi 2 BWR 91 03 30 68 22,2284
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 91 03 30 81 22,265.6
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 91 03 31 136 22.289.8
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR -91 04 05 29 22.,300.6
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, inc. Milistone 1 BWR 91 04 07 188 22,334.1
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 PWR 91 04 12 45 223550
Energy Northwest Columbia BWR 91 04 13 120 22,376.1
General Atomics General Atomics RCH 91 04 30 1 22,376.1
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 BWR 91 05 04 168 22,405.9
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Istand 1 - PWR 91 06 05 49 224235
Energy Seabrook, LLC Seabrook PWR 91 07 26 48 22,4456
Lo ower Company Oconee 1 PWR 91 08 01 64 224753
Southemn California Edison Co. San Onofre 2 PWR 91 08 17 109 225195
*Toledo Edison Co. Davis-Besse PWR 81 08 31 57 22,546.1
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 2 PWR 91 08 31 113 22,5985
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 1 PWR 91 09 06 88 22,635.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 91 09 08 216 226732
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 91 09 11 148 22,700.5
1*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 2 PWR 91 09 13 84 22.736.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 3 BWR 91 09 14 256 22.782.9
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 2 PWR 91 09 14 72 228217
Georgia Power Company Vogtie 1 PWR 91 09 15 64 22,8514
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 91 09 18 164 22,881.8
Duke Power Company . McGuire 1 PWR 91 09 20 62 22.908.2
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 1 91 09 20 72 22,940.0
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Wolf Creek PWR 91 09 20 104 22,988.2
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 91 09 27 29 22,998.9
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Three Mile Island 1 PWR 91 09 27 81 23,036.4
Yankee Atomic Electric Company Yankee Rowe PWR 91 10 01 75| 23,053.6
Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 1° PWR 91 10 03 53 23,077.9
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 91 10 04 164 23,108.2
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 1 PWR 91 10 05 69 23,140.1
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 91 10 17 53 23,161.9
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 2 PWR 91 10 17 105 23,205.0
Duke Power Company Catawba 2 PWR 91 10 18 76| 23,237.3
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 91 10 18 84 23,268.6
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PS 1Salem 2 PWR 91 11 09 23,299.2
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 91 11 27 - 2152 27.2 23,326.3
{*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 91 11 29 20f 2.7 23,329.0
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 3 BWR 91 12 31 25 4.6 23,333.6
Yankee Atomic Electric Company ® Yankee Rowe PWR 91 12 31 4 1.0 23,3345 |
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 92 01 01 152 271 23,361.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 2 BWR 92 01 04 224 41.4 23,402.8
Duke Power Company McGuire 2 PWR 92 01 09 - 75 31.9 23,4347
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 92 01 09 73 33.9 23,468.5
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 3 PWR 92 01 24 109 44.2 23,5127
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 92 02 01 33 11.9 23,524.6
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades - PWR 92 02 06 76 29.9 23,5545
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 92 02 14 57| 21.7 23,576.1
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 1 PWR 92 02 15 78 326 23,608.7
Northemn States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 92 02 18 53] . 191 23,627.8
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 2 PWR 92 02 22 76 30.7 23,658.4
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 PWR 92 02 26 74 343 23,692.6
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 92 02 27 104 18.7 23,7113
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR 92 02 27 76 35.1 23,746.3
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 92 02 28 61 28.3 23,774.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 2 PWR 92 02 28 89 379 23,8124
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Clinton BWR 92 02 29 184 33.8 23,846.2
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 92 02 29 64 29.5 23,875.6
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 92 02 29 128 23.6 23,899.1
-1 gy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC indian Point 3 PWR 9203 01 79 36.5 23,935.5
“ ..o Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC __ |Nine Mile Point 2 BWR 92 03 04 184) 340 23,969.5
.|Alabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 92 03 06 52 24.2 .23,993.7
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 92 03 06 45 171 24.010.7
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 BWR 92 03 07 228 39.7 24,050.4
-|Georgia Power Company Vogtle 2 PWR 92 03 11 81 37.6 24,088.0
Entergy Gulf States, Inc. River Bend BWR 92 03 12 199 36.9 24,124.8
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 2 PWR 92 03 13 65 30.0 24,154.8
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 2 PWR 92 03 13 89 413 24,196.0
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 92 03 19 78 30.4 24,226.3
Ameren UE Callaway PWR 92 03 20 101 429 24,269.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 1 BWR 92 03 20 - 94 17.5 24,286.7
Cleveland Electric thuminating Co. Perry 1 BWR 92 03 21 199, 36.7 24,3234
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 92 03 27 37 13.1 24,336.4
Carolina. Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 82 03 27 40 17.1 24,3535
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 1 PWR 92 04 03 88 40.7 24,3942
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 92 04 10 29 10.5 24,404.6
Systems Energy Resources, inc. Grand Gulf 1 BWR 92 04 17 272 47.9 24 A52.5
Energy Northwest Columbia BWR 92 04 18 76 13.8 24 ,466.2
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 2 PWR 92 04 20 68) 25.8 24,4920
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 92 04 21 124 23.0 24,5149
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 92 04 30 77 35.7 24,550.6
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 2 PWR 92 05 30 73 29.8 24 .580.3
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 92 06 22 79 36.4 24.616.7
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 PWR 92 07 10 79 337 24,650.3
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 ‘ PWR 92 07 21 56 26.0 24 676.2
"1 Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 92 08 57 26.2 24,702.4
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*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 ] 298 24,732.
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 1 PWR 92 09 05 84 35.8 24,767.8
FPL Energy Seabrook, LLC . Seabrook PWR 92 09 07 76 35.3 24 .803.1
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 1 PWR 92 09 12 88 39.3 24,8424
Detroit Edison Company Enrico Fermi 2 BWR 92 09 12 316 58.0 24,900.4
Carolina Power & Light Company Harris PWR 92 09 12 64 29.0 24,9293
PSEG Nuclear LLC Hope Creek BWR 92 09 12 248} 46.1 24,9754
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottomn 2 BWR 92 09 12 268 49,1 25,0244
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 2 BWR 92 09 12 240 41.6 25,065.9
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 92 09 16 172 31.9 25,097.8
Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Waterford 3 PWR 92 09 18 85 34.9 25,132.6
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 3 PWR 92 09 19 - 101 413 25,173.9
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 1 PWR 92 09 19 54 29.3 25,203.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 92 09 20 152 27.2 25,230.2
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 92 09 25 54 25.1 25,2553
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 92 09 25 29 10.5 25,265.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 1 BWR 92 10 03 200 37.0 25,302.6
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 92 10 22 53 19.0 25,321.6
Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 1 PWR 92 10 23 61 28.1 25,349.7
Portland General Electric Company Trojan PWR 92 11 09 193 88.9 25,4385
J*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 PWR 92 11 12 84 38.7 25,4771
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 92 11 28 168 29.6 25,506.7
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 1 PWR 92 11 30 157 58.5 25,565.1
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 92 12 03 56 25.9 25,591.0
2 ‘aElectric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 93 01 04 68 31.5 25,622.5
" ,n Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 BWR 93 01 17 208 36.0 25,658.4
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 2 BWR 93 01 22 430 80.0 25,738.3
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 93 01 28 128 22.8 25,761.1
Tennessee Valiey Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR 93 01 29 217 39.7 25,800.7
Duke Power Company Catawba 2 PWR 93 01 29 76 323 25,833.0
Entergy Nuclear indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 PWR 93 01 30 87 40.2 25,873.1
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 2 PWR 93 02 03 72 39.0 25,9121
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 1 PWR 93 02 05 82 34.9 25,946.9
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 PWR 93 02 19 89 33.6 25,9804
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LL.C Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 93 02 19 192 34.1 26,0144
*Toledo Edison Co. Davis-Besse PWR 93 03 01 61 28.6 26,043.0
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 93 03 04 4 0.8 26,043.7
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Wolf Creek PWR 93 03 04 68 31.6 26,075.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 2 PWR 93 03 05 84 35.7 26,110.9
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 93 03 05 184 34.2 26,145.1
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 93 03 05 45 17.1 26,162.1 |
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diabio Canyon 2 PWR 93 03 06 88 38.5 26,200.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 93 03 06 144 25.8 26,226.3
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 93 03 06 68 28.9 26,255.2
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 93 03 06 69 31.7 26,286.8
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 93 03 12 29 10.3 26,297 1
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 93 03 12 81 345 26,331.5
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 1 PWR 93 03 12 93 43.2 26,374.6
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 2 PWR 93 03 14 97 39.8 26,4144
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 93 03 16 54 10.0 26,4243
Salem 2 PWR 93 03 16 41 19.0 26,443.2



APPENDIX A

2004 ACCEPTANCE PRIORITY RANKING

R

Péﬁnsylvania Power Company

Beaver Valley 1

93

LISTING OF SPENT FUEL BY DATE OF PERMANENT DISCHARGE'

03

26

61

26,4715

Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 93 03 27 29 . 26,482.0
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR "93 03 27 84 31.3 26,513.2
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 BWR ‘93 04 03 140 24.9 26,538.0
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 1 PWR 93 04 08 71 32.9 26,570.9
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 83 04 10 52 23.9 26,594.8
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 93 04 29 60 27.9 26,622.6
iEnergy Northwest Columbia BWR 93 05 01 128 22.6 26,645.1
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 93 05 15 53 219 26,667.0
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades PWR 93 06 04 60 24.0 26,690.9
Southem California Edison Co. San Onofre 2 PWR 93 06 05 108 439 26,734.7
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 93 06 26 22 3.0 26,737.6
Duke Power Company McGuire 2 PWR 93 07 01 77 328 26,770.4
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 93 07 29 128 22.9 26,793.2
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 93 07 30 77 29.5 26,822.7
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 3 PWR 93 07 31 68 31.5 26,854.2
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 93 08 28 128 22.8 26,876.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 2 . PWR 93 09 03 88 374 26,9143
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 2 BWR 93 09 04 232 431 26,957.3
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 1 PWR 93 09 04 81 334 26,990.7
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 93 09 07 59 274 27,0181
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 PWR 93 09 07 87 40.4 27,0584
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Three Mile Island 1 PWR 93 09 10 65 30.2 27,088.5
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 2 PWR 93 09 10 73 34.0 27,1224
" ma Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 93 09 1 52 20.9 27,143.3
Jylvania Power Company . Beaver Valley 2 PWR 93 09 17 71 329 27,176.2°
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 3 BWR 93 09 17 256 471 27,223.3
Alabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 93 09 24 36 16.7 27,239.9
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Clinton BWR 93 09 25 156 28.9 27,268.8
Omaha Public Power District | Fort Calhoun PWR 93 09 25 25 9.0 272771
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 93 09 25 28 10.1 27,287.8
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 BWR 93 09 25 224 38.8 27,326.6
Systems Energy Resources, Inc. Grand Gulf 1 BWR 93 09 28 276 48.6 27,375.2
Ameren UE Callaway PWR 93 10 01 106 451 - 27,420.2
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC  |Nine Mile Point 2 BWR 93 10 01 228 42.1 27.,462.3
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem- 1 PWR 93 10 02 62 28.8 27,491.0
Texas Utilities Generating Company. Comanche Peak 1 PWR 93 10 06 88 40.5 27,5315
Southemn California Edison Co. San Onofre 3 PWR 93 10 10 108 43.7 27,5752
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR, 93 10 21 76 35.0 27,610.2
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 PWR 93 10 29 77 34.0 27,6441
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 93 10 29 - 43 15.4 27,6595
Detroit Edison Company Enrico Fermi 2 BWR 93 12 25 280 50.5 27,709.9
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 93 12 28 60 27.9 27,7318
Tennessee Valley Authority ° Browns Ferry 1 BWR 93 12 31 92 16.9 27,754.6
Northern States Power Co. *° Prairie Island 2 PWR 93 12 31 1 0.4 27,755.0
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 1 BWR 94 01 15 188 334 27,788.3
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 94 01 22 57 26.4 27,8146
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 1 BWR - 94 02 04 340 61.3 27,8759
Cleveland Electric {lluminating Co. Perry 1 BWR 94 02 05 234 43.3 '27.919.1
‘| Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 94 02 09 80 30.0 27.,949.1
1a Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 94 02 12 80 36.9

27,985.9

A23



APPENDIX A
2004 ACCEPTANCE PRIORITY RANKING

:a_....z&c e L ANE SIS |
Florida Power & Light Co. 80 28,016.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 1 - 208 28,054.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 1 92| . 28,093.6
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 61 28.3 28,121.9
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna 28] . 9.2 28,131.0
Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Waterford 3 93 38.1 28,169.0
PSEG Nuclear LLC Hope Creek 232 43.1 28,2121
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 180 30.5 28,242.6
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 73 29.8 28,2724
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 1 88 375 28,309.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 144, 255 28,335.2
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 2 244 42.3 28,3774
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 309 56.6 28,434.0
Carolina Power & Light Company Harris 61 26.1 28,460.1
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 3 124 51.8 28,511.8
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 152 27.6 28,539.3
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee 37 14.1 28,553.4
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 29 10.5 28,563.8
[Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 52 24.0 28,587.8
IFlorida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 59 274 28,615.1
FPL Energy Seabrook, LLC Seabrook 72 33.5 28,648.6
Entergy Gulf States, Inc. River Bend 192 34.4 28,682.9
Energy Northwest Columbia 156 275 28,710.3
Pil_(e Power Company Oconee 1 59 27.4 28,737.7
v Power Company Catawba 2 88 37.4 28,775.0
"2 amn States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 41 14.7 28,789.7
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 2 86| 39.9 28,829.6
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 64 27.5 28,857.0
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 2 75 31.0 28,887.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LL.C Byron 1 92 39.1 28,9270
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 73 33.9 28,960.8
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer 64 26.9 28,987.7
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek 172 29.6 29,017.2
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 1 93] 41.0 29,058.2
Northern States Power Co. Monticelio 112 194 29,077.5
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Wolf Creek 80 37.1 29,114.6
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 271 48.5 29;163.0
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 175 31.5 29,194.5
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 2 88 374 29,231.9
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 29 10.4 29,2423
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point 20 2.7 29,2449
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 2 244 447 29,289.6
*Toledo Edison Co. Davis-Besse 63 29.5 29,319.1
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 2 78 30.0 29,349.0
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 51 23.6 29,372.6
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 60 27.9 29,400.4
Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 2 83 356 29,435.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 2 72 30.6 29.466.5
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 2 84 389 29,505.4
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 84 32.2 29,537.6
' Sower Company McGuire 2 75 32.8 29,570.4
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ntergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, L itzpatric 36.8 29,607.1
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 33.9 29,641.0

*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 40.7 29,681.6

*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee 31.2 29,712.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 2 65.4 29,778.1
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck 21.9 29,800.0
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 31.9 29,831.8
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 41.0 29,872.8
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 2 25.2 29,898.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 2 37.4 29,9354
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 28.5 29,963.8
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 2 - 44.0 30,007.8
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 28.3 30,036.1
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 1 35.5 30,071.6
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 2 32.1 30,103.6
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun 10.0 30,1135
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold 22.8 30,136.3
Georgia Power Company - Vogtle 2 49.1 30,185.3.
Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 1 44.9 30,230.1
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 1 33.1 30,263.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 25.6 30,288.7
Alabama Power Company Farley 2 42.9 30,331.6
Wisconsin Electric Power Company {Point Beach 1 - 11.5 30,343.0
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Clinton 40.9 . 30,383.9
2= " rgy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee 21.4 30,4053
. .+ .nore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 37.2 30,442.4
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 2 320 30,474.4
Ameren UE Callaway 41.3 30,515.7
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 339 30,549.5
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 24.2 30,573.7
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 33.3 30,606.9
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna 13.1 30,620.0
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 28.5 30,648.4
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee 18.7 30,667.0
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 1 " 39.2 30,706.2
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 2 50.7 30,756.8
Systemns Energy Resources, inc. Grand Guif 1 50.9 30,807.7
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 3 50.5 30,858.2
Energy Northwest Columbia 26.8 30,884.9
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 247 30,900.6
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 17.6 30,9271
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 1 19.5 30,946.6
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades 19.4 30,966.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 39.0 31,004.9
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 23.7 31,028.6

PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 2 11.2 31,039.7 |
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 38.8 31,0784
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 3 40.0 31,1184
Carolina Power & Light Company Harris 36.5 31,154.8

Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 27.7 31,1824 |
. "ia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 35.6 31,2180
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AmerGen Energy Company, LLC ]
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 1 PWR 95 09 09 85 394 31,296.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR 95 09 09 72 33.2 31,329.9
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 2 BWR 95 09 13 212 36.8 31,366.6
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 95 09 16 64 28.9 31,395.4
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 PWR 95 09 22 83 34.0 31,4294
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 3 BWR 95 09 22 284 51.0 31,480.3
Entergy Louisiana, inc. Waterford 3 PWR 95 09 22 96 39.3 31,519.5
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 95 09 23 189 34.5 31,554.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 1 PWR 95 09 30 63 26.8 31,580.8
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 1 PWR 95 09 30 79 33.6 31,6144
Duke Power Company Catawba 2 PWR 95 10 06 - 72 32.0 31,646.3
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 95 10 07 32 11.5 31,657.7
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 2 PWR 95 10 07 60 325 31,690.2
Fiorida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 2 PWR 95 10 09 84 31.8 31,721.9
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 95 10 14 148 26.7 31,7485
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 3 PWR 95 10 14 91 37.0 31,7854
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 95 11 02 61 28.3 31,813.7
FPL Energy Seabrook, LLC Seabrook PWR 95 1103 69 32.0 31,8456
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Milistone 1 BWR 95 11 04 580] 100.8 31,946.4
iPSEG Nuclear LLC Hope Creek BWR 95 11 10 232 413 31,087.7
|Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 95 12 14 80 36.5 32,024.1
{Tennessee Valley Authority " Browns Ferry 1 BWR 95 12 31 4 0.8 32,024.8
[_]' ennessee Valley Authority 12 Browns Ferry 3 BWR 95 12 31 58 10.7 32,0355
= "y Gulf States, Inc. River Bend BWR 96 01 04 148 264 32,061.8
", .sumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 96 01 05 22 3.0 32 064.7
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 96 01 05 49 17.6 32,0822
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 1 BWR 96 01 25 248 441 32,126.3
Cleveland Electric Hiuminating Co. Perry 1- BWR 96 01 27 280, 51.6 32,177.8
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 86 02 02 201 35.9 32,2136
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 1 BWR 96 02 02 292 517 32,265.2
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Wolf Creek PWR 96 02 03 113 52.4 32,3176
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 96 02 10 232 40.1 32,357.6
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 96.02 11 73 339 32,3915
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 96 02 16 73 339 32,4254
Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 2 PWR 96 02 23 96 41.2 32,466.5
Energy Northwest Columbia BWR 96 03 02 104 18.4 32,4848
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 1 PWR 96 03 03 104 44 6 32,529.4
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 96 03 04 64 29.6 32,558.9
Baitimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 96 03 15 81 305 32,5893
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 2 PWR 96 03 16 84 35.8 32,625.1
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 2 PWR 96 03 16 100 419 32,666.9
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 PWR 96 03 22 73 33.9 32,700.8
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR 96 03 23 240 442 32,745.0
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 2 PWR 96 03 23 82 349 32,7798
Georgia Power Company Ratch 1 BWR 96 03 23 191 34.1 32,8138
|Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 96 03 28 60 27.9 32,8416
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 96 03 30 32 11.5 32,853.1
*Rochester Gas and Eiectric Company Ginna PWR 96 04 01 41 14.5 32,867.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 1 PWR 96 04 05 76 323 32,899.8
“ower Company McGuire 2 PWR 96 04 05 77 35.2 32,934.9
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[ Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 2 PWR 96 04 06 81 34.4 32,969.3
*Toledo Edison Co. Davis-Besse PWR 96 04 08 76 35.6 33,004.9
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 96 04 10 144 249 33,029.7
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 96 04 14 68 28.4 33,058.0
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 2 PWR 96 04 20 73 33.9 33,091.9
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 96 04 29 81 322 33,124.0
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 96 05 03 57 '26.3 33,150.3
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 1 PWR 96 05 18 61 33.0 33,183.2
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 PWR 96 06 12 63 28.8 33,212.0
*Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. Haddam Neck PWR 96 07 22 157 58.5 33,2704
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 2 PWR 96 08 08 68 28.9 33,299.3
“Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 96 08 24 120 21.4 33,320.6
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 2 PWR 96 08 30 62 28.8 33,3494
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 96 09 04 188 325 33,381.8
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Clinton BWR 96 09 06 180 33.2 33,4150
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 96 09 07 57 24.9 33,439.8
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 BWR 96 09 07 240 41.6 33,4814
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 PWR 96 09 08 65 30.2 33,511.5
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 2 ) PWR 96 09 08 85 371 33,548.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 BWR 96 09 13 284 49.9 33,598.4
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 96 09 14 63 28.8 33,627.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 2 PWR 96 09 19 . 193 89.0 33,716.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 2 BWR 96 09 20 256 45.5 33,761.6
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 1 PWR 96 09 21 118 48.9 33,8104
7 -7 ~it Edison Company Enrico Fermi 2 BWR 96 09 27 306 55.1 33,865.4
Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 2 BWR 96 09 28 240 43.0 33,908.4
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 96 09 29 45 17.1 33,9254
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 96 10 04 52 19.5 33,9449
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 96 10 04 69 32.0 33,976.9
Caroiina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 96 10 05 198 35.2 34,0121
Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 1 PWR 96 10 05 85 35.2 34,047.2
Wisconsin Electric Power Company - {Point Beach 2 PWR 96 10 05 20 7.2 - 34,054.3
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnoid BWR 96 10 11 120 21.4 34,075.7
Ameren UE Callaway PWR 96 10 12 89 37.8 34,1134
Alabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 96 10 12 93| 40.9 34,154.2
Systems Energy Resources, Inc. Grand Gulf 1 - BWR 96 10 19 264 46.5 34,200.7
Entergy Nuciear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 96 10 26 192, 34.2 34,234.8
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades PWR 96 11 01 60 24.3 34,2591
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 2 PWR 96 11 30 100 40.5 34,299.6
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company Maine Yankee PWR 96 12 06 217 83.1 34,382.6
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 97 01 24 48 17.2 34,399.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 2 BWR 97 01 26 332 57.5 34,457.3
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 2 PWR 97 02 08 97 52.5 34,509.7
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 97 02 14 68 310 34,540.7
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 BWR 97 02 15 206 36.5 34,5771
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Zion 1 PWR 97 02 21 193 89.0 34,666.0
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 3 BWR 97 02 22 202 37.0 34,703.0
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 3 PWR 97 02 22 101 42.5 34,7454
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 97 02 28 215 37.2 34,782.6
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 97 03 01 84 38.8 34,821.3
*~ina Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 97 03 03 188 32.4 34,853.6
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Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 61 34,908.9
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 PWR 97 34,945.3
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 65 34,973.0
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 180 35,005.0
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 2 BWR 312 35,059.0
Duke Power Company Catawba 2 PWR 70 35,090.8
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 1 PWR 109 35,140.9
Energy Northwest Columbia BWR 112 35,160.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 1 PWR 57 35,184.2
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 168 35,214.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 232 - 35,253.0
Carolina Power & Light Company Harris PWR 61 35,280.4
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 3 PWR 109 35,324.7
Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Waterford 3 PWR 84 35,358.9
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 2 PWR 62 35,3824
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 1 PWR 88 35,419.9
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 PWR 81 35457.2
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 PWR 77 35,489.0
FPL Energy Seabrook, LLC Seabrook PWR 77 35,524.6
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 58| 35,551.5
*Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC Indian Point 3 PWR 89 35,5925
*Consumers Power Co. Big Rock Point BWR 84 35,603.6
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 2 PWR 88 35,640.5
= Sen Energy Company, LLC Three Mile Island 1 PWR 77 35,676.2
: .2ssee Valley Authority Watts Bar - PWR 70 35,708.3
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 1 PWR 101 35,7521
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 56 357779
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 48 35,800.0
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 2 PWR 56 35,823.8
PSEG Nuclear LLC Hope Creek BWR 236 35,865.6
Cleveland Electric llluminating Co. Perry 1 BWR 252 35,910.6
Entergy Gulf States, Inc. River Bend BWR 204 35,946.8
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 184 35,979.5
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 1 PWR 85 36,025.4 -
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 52 36,049.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 2 PWR 81 36,083.9
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR 256 36,130.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 1 36,131.0
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 PWR 83| 36,169.5
Detroit Edison Company Enrico Fermi 2 BWR 2 36,169.8
Duke Power Company McGuire 2 PWR 62 36,198.0
*Exelon Generation Company, L1L.C Peach Botiom 3 BWR 292 36,249.4
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 52 36,271.1
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Wolf Creek PWR 89 36,312.3
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 2 PWR 84 36,351.2
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 53 36,375.6
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 189 36,409.3
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 45 36,4252
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 41 36,439.7
- *a Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 61 36,463.9
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Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 2 PWR 97 10 25 77 32.8 36,496.7
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 97 11 06 2 04 36,497.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 1 PWR 97 11 07 77 32.8 36,529.8
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 PWR - 97 11 28 81 37.0 36,566.7
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 2 PWR 98 02 14 69 29.4 36,596.0
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 98 02 14 45 16.2 36,612.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 BWR 98 03 07 168 28.3 36,640.4
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 . PWR 98 03 07 44 19.2 36,659.5
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 2 PWR 98 03 08 89 37.9 36,697.4
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 98 03 14 56 26.0 36,723.3
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 1 PWR 98 03 14 99 42.2 36,765.5
‘Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 98 03 20 128 22.1 36,787.5
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 98 03 20 112 19.9 36,807.4
Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 1 PWR 98 03 21 89 36.3 36,843.6
IAlabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 98 03 27 66 29.1 36,872.7
{*Entergy Arkansas, inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 98 03 28 56 26.0 36,898.6
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 98 03 31 49 18.4 36,916.9
Ameren UE Callaway PWR 98 04 03 97 40.5 36,9574
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 98 04 03 93 36.0 36,993.3
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 98 04 03 120 214 37,0146
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 1 BWR 98 04 04 358 62.2 37,076.8
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 PWR 98 04 05 72 334 37,110.1
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 3 BWR 98 04 07 59 10.8 37,120.9
*Toledo Edison Co. Davis-Besse PWR 98 04 10 78 36.6 37,1574
'n Generation Company, LLC Byron 2 PWR 98 04 11 85 36.2 37,1936

_.ms Energy Resources, Inc. Grand Gulf 1 BWR 98 04 11 276 48.6 37,2421
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 BWR 98 04 14 324 56.2 37,298.3
Energy Northwest Columbia BWR 98 04 18 132 22.2 37,3204
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 98 04 25 196 34.8 37,3551
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades . PWR 98 04 25 60 243 37,3794
*Nine Mile Point Nuciear Power Station, LL.C Nine Mile Point 2 BWR 98 05 02 272 46.8 37,426.2
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 98 05 29 69 31.5 37,457.6
Detroit Edison Company Enrico Fermi 2 BWR 98 09 04 220 39.1 37,496.6
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 1 PWR 98 09 05 85 36.2 37,532.8
Duke Power Company Catawba 2 PWR 98 09 05 84 - 38.2 37,570.9
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 98 09 05 192 34.2 37.,605.1
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 1 PWR 98 09 09 70 325 37,637.6
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 98 09 13 53 24.6 37,662.1
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 3 PWR 98 09 19 107 46.9 37,709.0
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 3 BWR 98 09 20 292 53.5 37,762.4
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 98 09 21 40 18.5 37,780.9
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 98 09 26 184 31.6 37,8124
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 BWR 98 09 30 292 49.7 37,862.1
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 98 10 03 162 27.0 37,889.1
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 2 PWR 98 10 03 73 39.5 37,928.5
Duke Power Company Qconee 3 PWR 98 10 08 60 27.9 37,9564
Alabama Power Company Fariey 1 PWR 98 10 16 64 27.2 37,983.6
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 98 10 16 190 324 38,016.0
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 98 10 16 45 17.1 38,033.1
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 98 10 19 45 20.8 38,053.8
~ - “na Power & Light Company Harris PWR 10 24 61 27.8 38,081.6
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*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 98 11 07 200 34.6 38,116.1
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 98 11 09 45 16.0 38,132.1
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 2 PWR 98 11 09 65 25.0 38,157.0
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 98 12 05 53 19.0 38,176.0
Pennsylvania Power Company ** Beaver Valley 1 - PWR 98 12 31 4 1.9 38,177.8
Carolina Power & Light Company i Brunswick 1 BWR 98 12 31 1 0.2 . 38,178.0
*Toledo Edison Co. ** Davis-Besse PWR 98 12 31 2 1.0 38,178.9
*Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company ' Maine Yankee PWR 98 12 31 13 49 38,183.8
Virginia Electric and Power Co. % North Anna 1 PWR 98 12 31 6 2.8 38,186.5
*Consumers Power Co. ° Palisades PWR 98 12 31 1 0.4 38,186.9
Arizona Public Service Company ' Palo Verde 3 PWR 98 12 31 1 0.4 38,187.3
PSEG Nuclear LLC *° Salem 1 PWR 98 12 31 23 10.8 38,198.0
PSEG Nuclear LLC ** Salem 2 PWR 98 12 31 15 7.0 38,205.0
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 “PWR 98 12 31 3 1.4 38,206.4
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 2 PWR 99 01 02 100 40.8 38,247 1
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuciear One 2 PWR 99 01 09 81 33.1 38,280.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LL.C Dresden 3 BWR 99 01 30 176 297 38,309.8
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 1 PWR 99 02 07 80] © 34. 38,343.8
PSEG Nuclear LLC Hope Creek BWR 99 02 13 196 348 38,378.6
Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Waterford 3 PWR 99 02 19 91 37.4 38,4159
Pennsylvania Power Company - Beaver Valley 2 PWR 99 02 26 65 30.2 38,446.1
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 1 PWR 99 02 27 105 45.1 38,4911
Tennessee Valley Authority Watts Bar PWR 99 02 27 65 29.9 38,521.0
g ester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 99 03 01 36 12.7 38,533.6
~.gia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 99 03 01 192 34.1 38,567.7
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 - PWR 99 03 12 101 39.3 38,606.9
Duke Power Company McGuire 2 PWR 99 03 12 76 34.7 38,641.6
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 2 BWR 99 03 12 281 48.5 38,690.0
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 99 03 15 57 26.4 38,7164
Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 2 PWR 99 03 20 89 36.6 38,752.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 1 PWR 99 03 27 68 28.9 38,781.8
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 2 PWR 99 03 27 94 41.2 38,823.0
Cleveland Electric lluminating Co. Perry 1 BWR a9 03 27 280 49.6 38,8725
Southern California Edison Co. San Onofre 3 PWR 99 03 27 98 40.2 38,912.7
FPL Energy Seabrook, LLC Seabrook PWR 99 03 27 85 39.0 38,951.7
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 1 PWR 99 03 27 89 48.2 38,999.8
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 2 PWR 99 04 02 71 33.0 39,032.8
Entergy Gulf States, inc. River Bend BWR 99 04 03 388 67.4. 39,100.1
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 99 04 03 65 27.2 39,127.2
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Wolf Creek PWR 99 04 03 85 39.4 39,166.6
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR a9 04 11 300 545 39,221.0
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 99 04 1 176 29.8 39,250.8
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 2 BWR 99 04 16 655 113.6 39,364.3
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 99 04 17 200 354 39,399.7
Northern States -Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 99 04 17 49 17.2 39,416.9
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 2 PWR 99 04 18 109 50.6 39,467.4
Virginia Electric and Power Co. - Surry 2 PWR 99 04 18 41 19.0 39,486.3
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 PWR 99 04 22 72 32.8 39,519.1
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 2 ‘PWR 99 04 24 80 34.0 39,553.1
3 ‘nion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 3 PWR 99 05 01 63 28.9 39,581.9
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Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Pilgrim 1 ,609.4
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 39,6413
*Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC Indian Point 3 PWR | .99 09 10 72 33.2 39,674.5
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Three Mile Island 1 PWR 99 09 10 68 31.6 39,706.0
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 99 09 11 62 28.8 39,734.8
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 2 PWR 99 09 12 73 33.9 39,768.6
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 99 09 13 73 29.0 39,797.5
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 99 09 17 73 333 39,830.8
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 1 PWR 99 09 17 85| 39.4 39,870.2
Energy Northwest Columbia BWR 99 09 18 248 41.6 39,911.8
Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 1 PWR 99 09 25 89 36.3 39,948.1
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 99 09 25 60 26.1 39,974 1
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 2 PWR 99 09 26 101 43.0 40,017.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 3 BWR 99 09 29 273 46.3 40,063.3
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 99 10 01 79 36.7 40,099.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 2 ‘BWR 89 10 01 248 41.8 40,141.7
Omaha Public Power District Fort Cathoun PWR | 99 10 01 45 15.9 40,157.5
Ameren UE Callaway PWR 99 10 02 96 40.0 40,197.4
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 1 PWR 99 10 02 101 443 40,241.7
Georgia Power Company - |Vogtle 2 PWR 99 10 03 81 34.5 40,2761
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 2 PWR 99 10 13 93 50.3 40,326.3
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades PWR 99 10 15 64 25.9 40,352.2
Alabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 99 10 16 61 26.0 40,378.2
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 99 10 16 40 14.4 40,392.5
" Tate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 99 10 22 128 229 404153
..on Generation Company, LLC Byron 2 PWR 99 10 23 76 324 40,447.6
Systems Energy Resources, Inc. Grand Guif 1 BWR 99 10 23 228 40.1 40,487.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salle County 1 BWR 99 10 23 372 66.1 40,553.8
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 99 10 29 85 15.2 40,568.9
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 99 11 04 62 29.0 40,597.9
Northern States Power Co. IMonticello BWR 00 01 06 145 25.0 40,622.8.
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 00 01 21 240 41.5 40,664.2
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 PWR 00 02 15 70 32.5 40,696.7
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 PWR 00 .02 15 69 31.5 40,728.2
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 1 PWR 00 02 22 84 38.6 40,766.7
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 00 02 26 220 38.8 40,8054
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 00 02 28 69 31.9 40,837.2
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 1 PWR 00 03 01 86 46.6 40,883.7
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 00 03 03 53 22.6 40,906.3
*Nine Mile Point Nuciear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 2 BWR 00 03 03 248 423 40,948.6
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 00 03 04 136 24.2 40,972.7
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 00 03 04 192 34.2 41,006.9
Entergy Gulif States, Inc. River Bend BWR 00 03 04 253 434 - 41,050.2
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 00 03 10 100 39.1 41,089.2
Duke Power Company Catawba 2 PWR 00 03 11 73 33.3 41,1225
Virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 00 03 12 83 39.5 41,161.9
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 1 PWR 00 03 18 108 455 41,207 .4
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 BWR 00 03 18 256 442 41,2515
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 3 PWR 00 03 30 84 36.9 41,288.3
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 1 BWR 00 03 31. 72 12.4 41,300.7
" " Ao Edison Co. Davis-Besse PWR 00 04 01 78 36.5 41 ,337.2
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Duke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 00 04 13 60 29.2 41,401.8
Carolina Power & Light Company Harris PWR 00 04 14 65 29.7 41,4314
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 3 BWR 00 04 15 288, 516 41,482.9
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 00 04 16 53 24.5 41,507.4
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 2 PWR 00 04 17 77 30.2 41,537.5
PSEG Nuclear LLC Hope Creek BWR 00 04 21 232 41.3 41,578.8
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 00 04 21 41 15.9 41,594.6
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Milistone 2 PWR 00 04 21 77 29.3 41,623.9
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 00 04 28 48 16.8 " 41,640.7
Duke Power Company McGuire 2 PWR 00 09 01 85 38.8 41,679.5
I Tennessee Valley Authority Watts Bar PWR 00 09 10 69 31.9 41,7113
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 PWR 00 09 15 69 29.2 41,740.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 BWR 00 09 15 240 40.5 41,7809
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 “ BWR - 00 09 15 299 50.8 41,8317
‘|Georgia Power Company Vogtle 1 PWR 00 09 16 97 41.5 41,873.1
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 00 09 18 57 200 41,893.0
Pennsylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 2 PWR 00 09 23 - 61 28.3 41,9213
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 1 PWR 00 09 23 101 424 41.,963.6
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 00 09 25 56 259 41,989.5
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 00 09 29 184 329 42,0223
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Wolf Creek PWR 00 09 29 89 40.7 42,062.9
Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 2 PWR 1 00 09 30 93 38.0 42,100.9
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 00 10 01 64 29.6 42,1304
<% ~a Public Service Company Palo Verde 2 PWR 00 10 04 113 49.5 42.179.9
- Nuclear LLC Salem 2 PWR 00 10 05 85 39.4 42,219.2
'South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 00 10 06 66 27.6 42,246.8 .
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 00 10 07 198 34.0 42.,280.7
Southern California Edison Co. 1San Onofre 2 PWR 00 10 07 92 39.9 42,320.6
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 1 PWR 00 10 08 89 37.2 42 ,357.7
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 00 10 13 184 315 42,389.2
Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Waterford 3 PWR 00 10 13 - 77 323)] 42,4215
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 PWR 00 10 14 80 36.6 42,458.0
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Clinton BWR 00 10 14 188 339 42,4919
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 00 10 14 40 14.4 42,5062
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 00 10 14 235 40.6 42 .546.8
FPL Energy Seabrook, LLC Seabrook PWR 00 10 20 104 47.6 42,5944
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 2 PWR 00 10 21 - 73 30.6 42,6249
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 2 PWR 00 10 22 77 353] 42,6601
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salie County 2 BWR 00 11 10 343 61.1 42 721.2
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 00 11 23 60 28.8 42,750.0
Southern Califorriia Edison Co. San Onofre 3 PWR 01 01 02 101 43.7 42,793.6
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 01 01 19 49 17.3 42.810.9
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, inc. Millstone 3 PWR 01 02 03 58 26.4 42 .837.2
Cleveland Electric Hiuminating Co. Perry 1 BWR 01 02 16 304 53.1 42,890.3
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 01 02 23 218 37.5 42,9278
Alabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 01 02 24 56 23.8 42,9515
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 01 03 03 1 0.2 42,9517
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 2 PWR 01 03 07 86 46.5 42,998.2
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 01 03 09 85 38.8 43,037.9
sylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 2 BWR 01 03 10 299 52.2 43,089.1
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Virginia Electric and Power Co. Anna 03 1 133 ,150.8
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 03 15 93 43,185.5
Baitimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 2 PWR 03 16 94 36.7 43,2221
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 03 17 57 26.4 43,248.5
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR 03 18 199 34.3 43,282.7
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 1 BWR 03 18 148 2541 43,307.8
*Consumers Power Co. Palisades PWR 03 30 56 22.8 43,330.5
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 1 PWR 03 31 97 42.4 43,372.9
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 04 02 97 38.5 43,411.4
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 2 BWR 04 04 269 46.1 43,457.4
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 1 PWR 04 05 85 39.4 43,496.8
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 04 06 37 13.2 43,510.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 2 PWR 04 07 85 35.6 43,545.6
Ameren UE . Callaway PWR 04 07 97 40.4 43,585.9
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 04 07 56 244 43,610.2
Georgia Power Company Vogtie 2 PWR 04 07 81 344 43,644.6
Interstate Power & Light Duane Arnold BWR 04 12 136 24.3 43,668.9
Systems Energy Resources, Inc. Grand Gulf 1 BWR 04 14 204 35.0 43,703.8
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company Piigrim 1 BWR 04 21 144 24.3 43,728.0
Texas Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 1 PWR 04 24 93 38.1 43,766.0
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 04 26 81 29.5 43,7955
*Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC Indian Point 3 PWR 04 27 89 40.6 43,836.0
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 04 27 59 10.6 43,846.5
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 2 PWR 04 28 93 39.0 43,885.5

17>y Northwest Columbia BWR 05 19 300 51.4 43,936.8
. sylvania Power Company Beaver Valley 1 PWR 09 01 61 28.3 43,965.1
virginia Electric and Power Co. North Anna 1 PWR 09 09 67 31.2 43,996.2

*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 3 BWR 09 14 284 48.4 44,0446 |
Duke Power Company Catawba 2 PWR 09 15 93 426 © 44,0871
Georgia Power Company Hatch 2 BWR 09 15 184 31.7 44,118.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 1 PWR 09 22 89 37.3 44,156.0
Carolina Power & Light Company Harris PWR 09 22 69! 31.6 44,187.5
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Kewaunee PWR 09 23 40 15.6 44,203.1
Entergy Gulf States, Inc. River Bend BWR 09 23 200 35.1 44,2381
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River 3 PWR 09 29 77 35.7 44,273.8
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 3 PWR 09 29 104 45.5 44,319.2
Florida Power & Light Co. Turkey Point 3 PWR 09 29 56 259 44,3451
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 1 PWR 10 03 81 43.9 44,388.9
Alabama Power Company Farley 1 PWR 10 06 88 37.4 44 426.2
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Three Mile Island 1 PWR 10 09 85l 395 44 ,465.6
PSEG Nuclear LLC Hope Creek BWR 10 10 240 42.9 44,508.4
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 1 PWR 10 14 61 28.2 44,536.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC | Dresden 2 BWR 10 20 280 471 44,583.6
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 1 PWR 10 21 77 35.2 44.618.7
Detroit Edison Company Enrico Fermi 2 BWR 10 27 204 34.7 44,653.3
Nebraska Public Power District Cooper BWR 11 03 128 22.8 44,676.1
Northern States Power Co. Monticello BWR 11 03 103 17.6 44,693.6
Duke Power Company Oconee 3 PWR 11 10 55 26.8 44,720.4
Fiorida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 2 PWR 11 26 77 30.1 44,750.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 BWR 01 09 1 0.2 44.750.6
La Salle County 1 BWR 01 10 343 61.0 44,811.6

*=--1an Generation Company, LLC

N
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TSI, BT

LISTING OF SPENT FUEL BY DATE OF PERMANENT DISCHARGE'

*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Coo PWR 44,
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 2 PWR 02 02 02 64 226 448724
Pennsylvania Power Company" Beaver Valley 2 PWR. 02 02 04 65 30.1 44 ,902.5
i*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 2 BWR 02 02 12 268 46.4 44.948.8
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. Calvert Cliffs 1 PWR 02 02 15 97 38.0 44 986.7
*Toledo Edison Co. Davis-Besse PWR 02 02 16 78! 366 45,0232
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Millstone 2 PWR 02 02 186 81 311 45,054.3
Duke Power Company McGuire 2 PWR 02 02 22 93" 426 45,096.8
Tennessee Valley Authority Watis Bar PWR 02 02 24 a3 42.8 45,139.5
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 02 03 01 245 42.1 45181.5
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. Susquehanna 1 BWR 02 03 02 316 55.1 45,236.5
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Limerick 1 BWR 02 03 04 279 48.7 45,285.2
Georgia Power Company Vogtle 1 PWR 02 03 06 101 428 45,328.0
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 1 PWR 02 03 12 96 40.3 45,368.2
*Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC Nine Mile Point 2 BWR 02 03 16 284 48.3 45,4164
Arizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 2 PWR 02 03 16 109 47.8 45464 .2
*Rochester Gas and Electric Company Ginna PWR 02 03 18 40 13.9 45,4781
Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Waterford 3 PWR 02 03 22 92 39.4 455174
Georgia Power Company Hatch 1 BWR 02 03 23 224 386 45555.9
Duke Power Company Oconee 1 PWR 02 03 23 60 29.3 45,585.1
{Florida Power.& Light Co. Turkey Point 4 PWR 02 03 23 56 25.8 45,610.9
Kansas Gas & Electric Company Wolf Creek PWR 02 03 23 88 401 45,650.9
Virginia Electric and Power Co. Surry 2 PWR 02 03 24 69 31.9 45,682.8
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 3 BWR 02 03 26 284 48.7 45,7314
". TUtilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 2 PWR 02 03 30 91 37.2 45,768.6
~-._.Gen Energy Company, LLC Clinton BWR 02 04 02 268 478 45,816.3
PSEG Nuclear LLC Salem 2 PWR 02 04 04 77 35.4 458517
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 2 PWR 02 04 12 81 34.8 45 8864
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 2 PWR 02 04 12 36 12.8 45,8992
Tennessee Valley Authority Sequoyah 2 PWR 02 04 14 81 36.9 45 ,936.1
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 2 BWR 02 04 19 2 0.4 45936.4
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company Summer PWR 02 04 19 57 23.8 45,960.2
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Braidwood 2 PWR 02 04 20 117 '49.0 46,009.1-
Tennessee Valley Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR 02 04 23 7 1.2 46,010.3
Duke Power Company Catawba 1 PWR 02 04 27 101 46.2 46,056.5
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Diablo Canyon 1 PWR 02 04 30 108 45.2 46,1016
*Indiana Michigan Power Co. Cook 1 PWR 02 05 03 76 35.1 46,136.7
Omaha Public Power District Fort Calhoun PWR 02 05 03 40 15.0 46,151.6
FPL Energy Seabrook, LLC Seabrook PWR 02 05 04 93 423 46,1939
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 02 05 11 44 7.6 46,2015
{*Exelon Generation Company, LLC La Salie County 1 BWR 02 05 18 3 0.6 46,2020
Southern California Edison Co. ‘{San Onofre 2 PWR 02 05 20 104 455 46,2475
*Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. Milistone 3 PWR 02 09 07 117 53.3 46,300.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Peach Bottom 2 BWR 02 09 10 284 48.6 46,349.3
Systems Energy Resources, Inc. Grand Gulf 1 BWR 02 09 13 240 40.8 46,390.0
Duke Power Company McGuire 1 PWR 02 09 13 89 40.8 46,430.7
Alabama Power Company Farley 2 PWR 02 09 14 89 37.7 46,468.4
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Point Beach 1 PWR 02 09 14 40 141 46,4825
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Byron 2 PWR 02 09 16 108 452 46,5276
Carolina Power & Light Company Brunswick 1 BWR 02 09 21 3 0.6 46,528.1
+ Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak 1 PWR 02 09 28 89 36.3 46 ,564.4
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;Xrizona Public Service Company Palo Verde 1 PWR 02 09 28 105 459 46,610.3
Florida Power & Light Co. Saint Lucie 1 PWR 02 09 30 93 36.9 46,6471
South Texas Project NOC South Texas 2 PWR 02 10 02 73 39.2 46,686.2
*Entergy Arkansas, Inc. Arkansas Nuclear One 1 PWR 02 10 04 - 60 27.9 46,714 1
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC Oyster Creek BWR 02 10 04 196 33.7 46,747.7
*Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC Vermont Yankee BWR 02 10 05 - 152 26.7 46,774 .4
Georgia Power Company "Vogtle 2 : PWR 02 10 05 101 428 46,8171
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC Fitzpatrick BWR 02 10 07 196 356.3 46,852.4
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Dresden 3 ) BWR 02 10 08 284 48.0 46,900.4
PSEG Nuclear LLC . ' Salem 1 PWR 02 10 10 73 33.6 46,933.9
Duke Power Company Oconee 2 PWR 02 10 12 61 29.8 46,963.6
Carolina Power & Light Company Robinson 2 PWR 02 10 12 77 32.0 46,995.6
Tennessee Valiey Authority Browns Ferry 2 BWR 02 10 19 50 8.6 47,004.2
Ameren UE Callaway PWR 02 10 23 96 40.1 47,044.2
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC Indian Point 2 PWR 02 10 25 92 41.6 47,085.7
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC .|La Salle County 2 BWR 02 10 25 5 0.9 47,086.6 |
*Exelon Generation Company, LLC Quad Cities 1 | BWR 02 11 05 296 5111 47,137.7
Northern States Power Co. Prairie Island 1 PWR 02 11 16 57 201 | - 47,157.7
Florida Power Corporation ** Crystal River 3 PWR 02 12 31 5 24| 47,160.0
*Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC ** indian Point 3 | PWR 02 12 31 2 1.0 | 47,160.9
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC *° Three Mile Island 1 PWR 02 12 31 4 1.9 47,162.8
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* Final Delivery Schedule approval and waste acceptance will be contingent upon these Purchasers meeting their one-time fee obligations.
1 T~ 2004 APR does not include 0.059 MTU of waste originally shipped to GE Vallecitos that has been moved to INEL.
= Boiling Water Reactor; PWR = Pressurized Water Reactor; RCH = Research Reactor; HTG = High Temperature Gas Reactor; MSC =
,uel|aneous
3 Ranking Date is the date of permanent discharge, or appending SNF that was not previously identified according to the date it is first reported.
4 ASMB = Assemblies.
5 Numbers have been rounded up to the nearest tenth.
6 Cumulative totais rounded up to the nearest tenth.
7 Although this SNF was discharged in 1985, it was reported to DOE in 1991 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of December 31, 1991 for inclusion in the APR.
8 Although this SNF was discharged in 1990, it was reported to DOE in 1991 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of December 31, 1991 for inclusion in the APR.
9 Although this SNF was discharged in 1985, it was reported to DOE in 1993 as being permanently dtscharged As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of December 31, 1993 for inclusion in the APR.
10 Although this SNF was discharged in 1986, it was reported to DOE in 1993 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of December 31, 1993 for inclusion in the APR.
11 Although this SNF was discharged in 1985, it was reported to DOE in 1995 as being permanently dlscharged As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of Decemnber 31, 1995 for inciusion in the APR.
42 Although this SNF was discharged in- 1985, it was reported to DOE in 1995 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of December 31, 1995 for inclusion in the APR.
13 Although this SNF was discharged in 1983 or 1986, it was reported to DOE in 1998 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been
assigned a ranking date of December 31, 1998 for inclusion in the APR.
14 Although this SNF was discharged in 1986, it was reported to DOE in 1998 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of December 31, 1998 for inclusion in the APR.
15 Although this SNF was dischargéd in 1987, 1988 or 1992, it was reported to DOE in 1998 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been
assigned a ranking date of December 31, 1998 for inclusion in the APR.
16 Although this SNF was discharged in 1989, it was reported to DOE in 1998 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of December 31, 1998 for inclusion in the APR.
17 Although this SNF was discharged in 1990, it was reported to DOE in 1998 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
raﬁ' ing date of December 31, 1998 for inclusion in the APR.
< ~ ough this SNF was discharged in 1990, it was reported to DOE in 1998 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
i ung date of Decemnber 31, 1998 for inclusion in the APR.
19 Although this SNF was discharged in 1991, it was reported to DOE in 1998 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of December 31, 1998 for inclusion in the APR.
20 Although this SNF was discharged in 1991 or 1992, it was reported to DOE in 1998 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been
assigned a ranking date of December 31, 1998 for inclusion in the APR.
21 Although this SNF was discharged in 1991 or 1993, it was reported to DOE in 1998 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been
assigned a ranking date of December 31, 1998 for inclusion in the APR. )
22 Although this SNF was discharged in 1993, it was reported to DOE in 1998 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of December 31, 1998 for inclusion in the APR.
23 Although this SNF was discharged in 1981 or 1983, it was reported to DOE in 2002 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been
assigned a ranking date of December 31, 2002 for inclusion in the APR.
24 Although this SNF was discharged in 1990, it was reported to DOE in 2002 as being permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of December 31, 2002 for inclusion in the APR.
25 Although this SNF was discharged in 1991, it was reported to DOE in 2002 as belng permanently discharged. As such, it has been assigned a
ranking date of December 31, 2002 for inclusion in the APR.
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APPENDIX B

ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS
FOR THE DISPOSAL OF SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL

‘Tables B.1 through B.10 present the listing of Purchasers’ allocations in each of the
first 10 years of projected CRWMS operations. An allocation is a portion of the
nominal acceptance capacity (measured in MTU) in a particular year for an
individual Purchaser. The number of assemblies that was the basis for each
allocation is also included. To determine which Purchasers receive allocations for
each year, the MTU equivalents of the SNF that the Purchaser permanently
discharged, as contained in the 2004 APR (see Appendix A), were summed until
the projected nominal capacity for each year was approximated. In some cases, it
was necessary to divide discharged SNF with the same date of discharge if
inclusion of the entire discharge would cause the total amount allocated in a given

- year to be significantly different from the nominal acceptance rate. In'these cases,
the remaining assemblies in the discharge were used as part of the Purchasers’
allocation for the following year.
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TABLE B.1
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2010

ASSEMBLIES ! MTU )
. FUEL
HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR - PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC - 160 . 31.1
Oyster Creek ‘ 160 31.1 BWR
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. 156 - 655
Haddam Neck . ‘ 156 65.5 PWR
Dairyland Power Cooperative ‘ 6 08
La Crosse 6 0.8 BWR
Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. 28 . 55
Millstone 1 28 5.5 BWR
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC - 15 3.0
Indian Point 1 . : » 15 3.0 PWR
Exelon Generation Company, LLC 206 21.1
Dresden 1 : _ 206 21.1 BWR
G.E. Uranium Management Corp. 753 145.2
Dresden 2 753 145.2 BWR
General Atomics 19 0.1 :
General Atomics A 19 0.1 RCH
: . al Electric Company 0 0.3
various 0 0.3
Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC 48 94
Nine Mile Point 1 ' : 48 9.4 BWR
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 95 7.3
Humboldt Bay . 95 : 7.3 BWR
Rochester Gas and Electric Company 81 32,0
Ginna 81 320 PWR
Southern California Edison Co. 97 35.6
San Onofre 1 - 97 _ 35.6 PWR
U.S.DOE 91 - . 22.9
Big Rock Point 47 » 6.4 BWR
Ginna : 40 ’ 153 PWR
La Crosse . 1 0.1 BWR
Point Beach 1 3 1.2 PWR
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 41 16.3
Point Beach 1 - 41 16.3 PWR
Yankee Atomic Electric Company 36 99

Yankee Rowe . 36 ’ 9.9 - PWR
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_ : TABLE B.1
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2010

ASSEMBLIES MTU
) FUEL
'HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURGHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
TOTAL SNF 1832 1832 406.0 4061
NO. OF PURCHASERS 16
NO. OF FUEL ORIGINATORS 16
NO. OF PWR ASSEMBLIES 469
NO. OF BWR ASSEMBLIES 1344
NO. OF RCH ASSEMBLIES . 19
NO. OF HTG ASSEMBLIES 0

* The sum of the allocations in the MTU Originator column may not match the total in the MTU Purchaser column due to
independent rounding. In such cases, DCS review and approval will be based on the value in the MTU Purchaser column.
** BWR=Boiling Water Reactor; PWR=Pressurized Water Reactor; HTG=High Temperature Gas Reactor; RCH=Research Reactor
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TABLE B.2

ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2011

AASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR

ASSEMBLIES

MTU

FUEL

smerGen Energy Company, LLC
Oyster Creek

sarolina Power & Light Company
Robinson 2

Sonnecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co.
Haddam Neck :

~onsumers Power Co.
Big Rock Point

Jairyland Power Cooperative
La Crosse

Jominion Nuclear Connecticut, inc.
Millstone 1

Jduke Power Company
Oconee 1

Entergy Nuclear Generation Company
Pilgrim

¢ yNuclear Indian Point 2, LLC
indian Point 1

Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC
Vermont Yankee

Exelon Generation Company, LLC
Dresden 1
Dresden 2
Dresden 3
Quad Cities 1

Florida Power & Light Co.
Turkey Point 3

General Atomics
General Atomics

Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company
Maine Yankee

Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC

Nine Mile Point 1

Northern States Power Co.
Monticel!o

220
220
156
156
55
55
18
18
50
50
208
208
53
53
20
20
145
145
\ .
378
378
355
89
139
95
32
46
46
4
4
72
72
252
252
135
135

B4

430
430
69.7
69.7
225
225
25
25
6.0
6.0
40.7
407
249
249
39
3.9
27.7
27.7
729
72.9
60.5
9.2
26.8
18.5
6.2
20.9
20.9
0.1
0.1
26.4
26.4
490
49.0
26.2
26.2

PURCHASER- ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE™

BWR

PWR

PWR

BWR

BWR

BWR

PWR

BWR

PWR

BWR

BWR
BWR
BWR
BWR

PWR

RCH

PWR

BWR

BWR



TABLE B.2
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2011

ASSEMBLIES ~ MTU
. ' FUEL
JHASER | FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*™
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 78 6.0
Humboldt Bay 78 6.0 BWR
Rochester Gas and Electric Company 12 4.6
Ginna 12 ' 4.6 PWR
Southern California Edison Co. 57 20.5
San Onofre 1 57 20.5 PWR
U.S. DOE 42 6.8
Big Rock Point 38 52 BWR
Point Beach 1 3 1.2 PWR
Robinson 2 : ' 1 04 PWR
Virginia Electric and Power Co. 18 8.2
"~ Surry 1 18 8.2 PWR
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 110 43.1
Point Beach 1 ' 74 28.7 PWR
Point Beach 2 36 144 PWR
Yankee Atomic Electric Company 37 : 10.1
Yankee Rowe 37 101 PWR
“ 1AL SNF v 2521 2521 596.2 596.4
NO. OF PURCHASERS ' 23
NO. OF FUEL ORIGINATORS 26
NO. OF PWR ASSEMBLIES 765
NO. OF BWR ASSEMBLIES 1752
NO. OF RCH ASSEMBLIES 4
NO. OF HTG ASSEMBLIES 0

* The sum of the aliocations in the MTU Originator column may not match the total in the MTU Purchaser column due to
independent rounding. In such cases, DCS review and approval will be based on the value in the MTU Purchaser column.
** BWR=Boiling Water Reactor; PWR=Pressurized Water Reactor; HTG=High Temperature Gas Reactor; RCH=Research Reactor
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TABLE B.3 .
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2012

ASSEMBLIES , MTU .
FUEL
JHASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*™
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC 198 46.8 :
Oyster Creek 168 32.9 BWR
Three Mile Island 1 30 14.0 PWR
BWXT 0 _ . 0.1
Oconee 1 0 0.1 PWR
Carolina Power & Light Company 108 . 48.0
Brunswick 2 ' 4 . 0.7 BWR
Robinson 2 ' 104 47.3 PWR
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. © 101 416
Haddam Neck ' 101 418 PWR
Consumers Power Co. ’ 227 87.4 )
Big Rock Point : : 22 : 3.0 BWR
Palisades . 205 84.4 PWR
Dairyland Power Cooperative 25 , _ - 3.0
La Crosse : - 25 3.0 BWR
Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. 268 52.5
Milistone 1 268 52.5 BWR
s Power Company _ - 103 48.1
= uconee 1 60 . 282 PWR
Oconee 2 42 , 195 PWR
Oconee 3 : 1 ’ 0.5 PWR
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company 132 25.5
Pilgrim ' 132 255 BWR
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC 72 32.8
Indian Point 2 72 : ] 328 PWR
Exelon Generation Company, LLC 1261 251.2 .
Dresden 1 ; v 64 6.6 BWR
Dresden 2 ‘ » 173 , 333 - BWR
Dresden 3 289 : ’ 56.1 . BWR
Peach Bottom 2 186 36.3 BWR
Quad Cities 1 » o157 304 BWR
Quad Cities 2 ‘ 343 ) 66.4 BWR
Zion 1 49 22.3 PWR
Florida Power & Light Co. 133 59.6
Turkey Point 3 83 36.9 PWR
Turkey Point 4 50 2286 PWR
Interstate Power & Light ‘ 82 15.4
Duane Arnold : i 82 15.4 BWR
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TABLE B.3
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2012

ASSEMBLIES MTU
‘ . FUEL
* JHASER/ FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company 152 ' 57.9
Maine Yankee ’ 152 57.9 PWR
Nebraska Public Power District 120 23.6
Cooper _ 120 23.6 BWR
Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC 200 38.9
Nine Mile Point 1 200 38.9 BWR
Northern States Power Co. : 429 99.6
Monticello _ . 349 . . 67.6 BWR
Prairie Island 1 40 16.0 PWR
Prairie island 2 40 _ 16.0 - PWR
Omaha Public Power District 61 22.3
Fort Calhoun . 61 22.3 PWR
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 217 : 15.9 .
Humboldt Bay ) 217 15.9 BWR
Rochester Gas and Electric Company 62 _ 24.4
Ginna 62 244 PWR
Sauthern California Edison Co. 106 ' 38.6
ol in Onofre 1 _ 106 386 PWR
U.S. DOE 20 7.8
Dresden 1 2 0.3 BWR
Haddam Neck 1 0.5 PWR
Peach Bottom 2 12 0.4 BWR
Surry 2 10 45 PWR
Turkey Point 3 5 23 PWR
Virginia Electric and Power Co. 252 113.3
Surry 1 . 162 72.9 PWR
Surry 2 90 40.6 PWR
Wisconsin Electric Power Company _ 82 32.6
Point Beach 1 48 19.2 PWR
Point Beach 2 ‘ 34 134 ‘ PWR
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation 11 " 4.4
Kewaunee 11 44 PWR
Yankee Atomic Electric Company 40 : 9.7
Yankee Rowe 40 9.7 PWR
TOTAL SNF 4462 4462 1201.0 1201.7
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TABLEB.3
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2012

ASSEMBLIES MTU
o ’ FUEL
AASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE™

JO. OF PURCHASERS 26

JO. OF FUEL ORIGINATORS 40

NO. OF PWR ASSEMBLIES 1659

\O. OF BWR ASSEMBLIES 2803

JO. OF RCH ASSEMBLIES . 0

NO. OF HTG ASSEMBLIES » 0 '

" The sum of the allocations in the MTU Originator column may not match the total in the MTU Purchaser column due to
ndependent rounding. In such cases, DCS review and approval will be based on the value in the MTU Purchaser column.
-~ BWR=Boiling Water Reactor; PWR=Pressurized Water Reactor; HTG=High Temperature Gas Reactor; RCH=Research Reactor
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TABLE B.4 :
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2013

- ASSEMBLIES MTU
FUEL
\HASER |/ FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC 422 : 114.4
Oyster Creek ‘ . - 296 55.9 BWR
Three Mile Island 1 126 58.5 PWR
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. 216 82.6 v
Calvert Cliffs 1 144 , 54.0 PWR
Calvert Cliffs 2 ‘ ) 72 285 PWR
BWXT 0 \ 0.1
Oconee 1 . 0 : 0.1 PWR
Oconee 2 0 . 0.1 PWR
Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc. 193 50.5
Brunswick 2 140 26.3 BWR
Robinson 2 53 242 PWR
Co_nnecficut Yankee Atomic Power Co. 53 21.9
Haddam Neck ’ 53 . 219 PWR
Consumers Power Co. . 88 30.0 .
Big Rock Point _ 20 2.7 BWR
" Palisades _ _ : 68 ‘ 274 PWR
Dairviand Power Cooperative 32 : 39 ,
- Crosse 32 - 3.9 BWR
Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. 169 419
- Millstone 1 124 ’ 241 BWR
Milistone 2 : 45 . 17.8 PWR
Duke Power Company 380 176.4
Oconee 1 116 54.1 PWR"
Oconee 2 - 138 64.1 PWR
Oconee 3 126 . 58.4 PWR
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 111 . 515
Arkansas Nuclear One 1 ) 1M1 515 PWR
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC 268 ' 514
Fitzpatrick 268 . 514 BWR
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company 428 _ 82.6
Pilgrim o 428 82.6 BWR
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC 60 271
Indian Point 2 60 271 PWR
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC 64 29.3

Indian Point 3 : 64 ' 29.3 PWR
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: TABLE B.4
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2013

ASSEMBLIES MTU
‘ FUEL
HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE™
Zntergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC 218 40.2
Vermont Yankee 218 ‘ 40.2 BWR
=xelon Generation Company, LLC ’ 2372 466.7
Dresden 1 530 - 53.8 BWR
Dresden 2 196 37.7 BWR
Dresden 3 _ 176 34.1 BWR
Peach Bottom 2 : 432 809 BWR
Peach Bottom 3 : 440 83.5 BWR
Quad Cities 1 ’ 183 _ 35.6 BWR
Quad Cities 2 180 348 BWR
Zion 1 129 : 58.6 PWR
Zion 2 . 106 47.7 PWR
Florida Power & Light Co. . ' 181 78.7
Saint Lucie 1 i 52 - . 20.6 PWR
Turkey Point 3 : 35 15.8 - PWR
Turkey Point 4 94 ' 423 PWR '
Florida Power Corporation 2 0.9
Crystal River 3 ' ; 2 0.9 PWR
General Atomics 2 0.1
. Reneral Atomics 2 0.1 RCH
(;‘:,-orgia Power Company 28 5.2
Hatch 1 28 } 5.2 "BWR
Indiana Michigan Power Co. 127 . 578
Cook 1 127 578 PWR
Interstate Power & Light 194 36.4 .
Duane Arnold 194 36.4 BWR
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company 203 78.0
Maine Yankee 203 78.0 PWR
Nebraska Public Power District 72 ' 138
Cooper 72 13.8 BWR
Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC 160 30.8
Nine Mile Point 1 160 30.8 BWR
Northern States Power Co. 179 65.2 ' _
Monticello 28 52 BWR
Prairie Island 1 ’ 76 29.9 - PWR
Prairie Island 2 , 75 301 PWR
Omaha Public Power District . 96 354

Fort Calhoun 96 354 PWR
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TABLE B.4
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2013

ASSEMBLIES MTU
' ’ FUEL
~HASER | FUEL ORIGINATOR . - PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
Portland General Electric Company 1 0.5
Trojan ‘ 1 - 0.5 PWR
Rochester Gas and Electric Company 82 ' 32.3 _ '
Ginna 82 323 PWR
Sacramento Municipal Utility District 76 ' 35.3
Rancho Seco 7 76 353 PWR
Southern California Edison Co. 52 19.2
San Onofre 1 . 52 19.2 PWR
Tennessee Valley Authority 329 : 64.2
Browns Femy 1 194 379 BWR
" Browns Ferry 2 _ 132 259 BWR
Browns Ferry 3 3 0.6 BWR
U.S.DOE 16 . - 7.3 _
Oconee 1 0 0.1 PWR
Surry 1 1 0.5 - PWR
Surry 2 2 0.9 PWR
Turkey Point 3 13 59 PWR
Y Zr~inia Electric and Power Co. 121 54.7 .
eyl _ 42 19.2 PWR
- Sury 2 . 79 355 PWR
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 162 64.2
Point Beach 1 _ ’ 81 323 PWR
Point Beach 2 81 31.9 PWR
Wisconsi‘n Public Service Corporation 86 338 )
Kewaunee 86 33.8 PWR
Yankee Atomic Electric Company 76 18.1 :
Yankee Rowe 76 - 1841 PWR
TOTAL SNF 7319 7319 2002.4 2002.8
NO. OF PURCHASERS 37
NO. OF FUEL ORIGINATORS 58
NO. OF PWR ASSEMBLIES 2843
NO. OF BWR ASSEMBLIES 4474
NO. OF RCH ASSEMBLIES 2
NO. OF HTG ASSEMBLIES 0

um of the allocations in the MTU Originator column may not match the total in the MTU Purchaser column due to
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TABLE B.4
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2013

ASSEMBLIES MTU

. FUEL
JHASER | FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER' ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE™

ndependent rounding. in such cases, DCS review and approval will be based on the value in the MTU Purchaser column.
~ BWR=Boiling Water Reactor; PWR=Pressurized Water Reactor; HTG=High Temperature Gas Reactor; RCH=Research Reactor

1
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TABLE B.5
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2014

ASSEMBLIES. ' MTU
FUEL
SHASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR - PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE**
Alabama Power Company 99 45.6
Fariey 1 99 456 PWR
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC - 205 51.7 .
Oyster Creek ’ 153 276 BWR
Three Mile Island 1 52 24 1 PWR
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. ' 279 1075
Calvert Cliffs 1 . 142 : , 55.7 PWR
Calvert Cliffs 2 137 . 519 PWR
Carolina Power & Light Company 649 145.8
Brunswick 1 284 ‘ 53.0 BWR
Brunswick 2 ' ) 264 49.5 BWR
Robinson 2 _ 101 433 PWR
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. 102 - 421
Haddam Neck _ 102 421 PWR
Consumers Power Co. 116 329
Big Rock Point 48 6.4 BWR
Palisades ' 68 26.5 PWR
nairdand Power Cooperative ‘ 40 4.9
. Crosse 40 ’ 49 BWR
Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. ’ 461 113.8
Milistone 1 316 59.3 BWR
Milistone 2 ) 145 _ - 546 PWR
- Duke Power Company 268 124.2
Oconee 1 67 31.1 PWR
Oconee 2 68 ‘ 315 PWR
Oconee 3 133 61.5 PWR
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 169 76.6
Arkansas Nuclear One 1 134 61.7 PWR
Arkansas Nuclear One 2 35 15.0 PWR
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC 160 ' 30.0
Fitzpatrick N 160 30.0 BWR
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company 92 17.1
Pilgrim 92 © 171 BWR
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC 117 52.8
indian Point 2 117 52.8 PWR
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC ‘ % 34.7
Indian Point 3 ) 76 34.7 PWR

B.13



TABLE B.5
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2014

. ASSEMBLIES MTU
, FUEL
-HASER/ FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC 274 50.7
Vermont Yankee ‘ 274 50.7 BWR
Exélon Generation Company, LLC ’ 2207 488.3
Dresden 2 384 72.5 BWR
Dresden 3 200 38.5 BWR
Peach Bottom 2 276 51.3 BWR
Peach Bottom 3 v 488 92.2 BWR
Quad Cities 1 . 417 79.6 BWR
Quad Cities 2 180 34.9 BWR
Zion 1 . 134 : 61.2 PWR
Zion 2 , 128 58.0 PWR
Florida Power & Light Co. 400 169.3
Saint Lucie 1 156 v 58.4 PWR
Turkey Point 3 143 ' ) ' ‘ . 654 PWR
Turkey Point 4 101 i 456 - PWR
Florida Power Corporation 100 : 46.4
Crystal River 3 100 46.4 PWR
General Atomics 5 0.1 .
General Atomics 5 , 0.1 RCH
_ iaPower Company 492 ’ 91.6
Hatch 1 416 77.7 BWR
Hatch 2 o 76. 14.0 BWR
Indiana Michigan Power Co. 294 132.6
Cook 1 131 57.7 PWR
Cook 2 163 74.9 PWR
Interstate Power & Light 172 32.0
Duane Arnold 172 320 BWR
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company 141 ' 52.5
Maine Yankee . : 141 525 PWR
Nebraska Public Power District 428 80.9 : ‘
Cooper . 428 80.9 BWR
Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC 368 ' 68.1
Nine Mile Point 1 : ‘ 368 68.1 BWR
Northern States Power Co. 414 . 1114
Monticello . . 252 ] 46.4 BWR
Prairie Island 1 81 324 PWR
Prairie Island 2 » .81 32,6 PWR
Omaha Public Power District . 40 14.8
t Calhoun 40 . 148 PWR
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TABLE B.5
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2014

ASSEMBLIES MTU
FUEL
-HASER | FUEL ORIGINATOR . PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE™
Pennsylvania Power Company 13 6.0 :
Beaver Valley 1 » 13 - 6.0 PWR
Portland General Electric Company 88 . 405
Trojan 88 40.5 PWR
PSEG Nuclear LLC 102 46.9
Salem 1 102 469 PWR
Rochester Gas and Electric Company 91 - 358
Ginna 91 358 PWR
Sacramento Municipal Utility District 106 49.2 .
Rancho Seco » 106 49.2 PWR
Southern California Edison Co. 52 19.3
San Onofre 1 52 . 19.3 " PWR
‘Tennessee Valley Authority 1588 297.6
" Browns Ferry 1 607 1139 BWR
Browns Ferry 2 _ 508 95.5 BWR
Browns Ferry 3 473 88.5 BWR
v JE 432 89.5
Calvert Cliffs 1 , 1 0.4 PWR
Fort St. Vrain 246 - 30 HTG
QOconee 1 : 0 0.1 PWR
Surry 2 ' 8 3.7 PWR
Three Mile Island 2 177 82.6 PWR
Virginia Electric and Power Co. 230 105.5
North Anna 1 - 114 52.4 PWR
Surry 1 72 32.9 PWR
Surry 2 44 ©20.2 PWR
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 125 50.2 .
Point Beach 1 . : - 32 12.8 PWR
Point Beachl 2 93 : 37.3 PWR
Wiéconsin Public Service Corporation 87 351
Kewaunee 87 35.1 PWR
Yankee Atomic Electric Company 36 » 8.5 K
Yankee Rowe 36 85 PWR
TOTAL SNF 11118 11118 - 30025 3003.3
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TABLE B.5
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2014

v ASSEMBLIES MTU
FUEL
~HASER | FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE**

NO. OF PURCHASERS 39

NO. OF FUEL ORIGINATORS 67

NO. OF PWR ASSEMBLIES 3991

NO. OF BWR ASSEMBLIES 6876

NO. OF RCH ASSEMBLIES 5

NO. OF HTG ASSEMBLIES v 246

* The sum of the allocations in the MTU Originator column may not match the total in the MTU Purchaser column due to
independent rounding. In such cases, DCS review and approval will be based on the value in the MTU Purchaser column.
** BWR=Boiling Water Reactor; PWR=Pressurized Water Reactor; HTG=High Temperature Gas Reactor; RCH=Research Reactor
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TABLE B.6
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2015

B.17

ASSEMBLIES MTU
. o : ' FUEL -
~HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE**
Alabama Power Company 260 119.3
Farley 1 144 66.1. PWR
Farley 2 116 53.2 PWR
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC 207_ . 36.4
Oyster Creek 207 36.4 BWR
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. 233 89.6
Calvert Cliffs 1 180 69.0 PWR
Calvert Cliffs 2 53 20.6 PWR
BWXT 0 0.1
Oconee 1 0 0.1 PWR
Oconee 2 0 0.1 PWR
Carolina Power & Light Company 494 1183
Brunswick 1 228 '42.5 BWR
Brunswick 2 159 29.8 BWR
Robinson 2 107 46.0 PWR
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. 102 42.1
Haddam Neck 102 42.1 PWR
~~ umers Power Co. 180 59.9
- 3 Rock Point 44 56 BWR
Palisades 136 54.4 PWR
Dairyland Power Cooperative 52 5.7 B
La Crosse 52 - 5.7 BWR
Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. 341 93.3
Millstone 1 192 354 BWR
Millstone 2 149 58.0 PWR
Duke Power Company 350 162.3
Oconee 1 134 62.1 PWR
Oconee 2 144 66.8 PWR
Oconee 3 72 334 PWR
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 195 833
Arkansas Nuclear One 1 69 32.1 PWR
Arkansas Nuciear One 2 126 51.3 PWR
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC . 388 71.8
Fitzpatrick 388 71.8 BWR
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company 456 83.9
Pilgrim 456 83.9 BWR
Entargy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC 75 33.8 .
Jian Point 2 75 33.8 PWR



, ‘ TABLE B.6
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2015

ASSEMBLIES . MTU
. FUEL
- .HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR ’ PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE**
zntergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC v 76 34.7
indian Point 3 : - 78 34.7 PWR
=ntergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC - 226 415
Vermont Yankee 226 415 BWR
xelon Generation Company, LLC 2089 451.7
Dresden 2 , 224 413 BWR
Dresden 3 408 751 BWR
Peach Bottom 2 : 276 50.7 BWR
Peach Botiom 3 - 284 52.0 BWR
Quad Cities 1 224 41.3 BWR
Quad Cities 2 428 - 79.3 BWR
Zion 1 125 57.2 PWR
Zion 2 _ 120 ‘ 54.8 PWR
Florida Power & Light Co. 270 ) 112.4
Saint Lucie 1 151 57.9 PWR
Turkey Point 3 49 224 PWR
Turkey Point 4 70 32.1 PWR
Florida Power Corporation 125 58.3 _
. Crystal River 3 125 58.3 PWR
beneral Atomics 12 0.1
General Atomics 12 0.1 RCH
Georgia Power Company 574 105.3
Hatch 1 ' 282 - 518 BWR
Hatch 2 292 » '53.5 BWR
Indiana Michigan Power Co. 275 ) 120.2
Cook 1 _ 194 83.0 PWR
Cook 2 - . 81 372 PWR
Interstate Power & Light 128 2386
Duane Arnold . . 128 23.6 BWR
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company 78 30.0 ‘
Maine Yankee 78 30.0 . PWR
Nebraska Public Power District ' 226 ' 419
Cooper 226 41.9 BWR
Northern States Power Co. ' 558 1434
Monticello 356 | 64.7 BWR
Prairie Island 1 122 471 PWR

Prairie island 2 80 31.2 PWR
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TABLE B.6
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2015

ASSEMBLIES MTU
FUEL
.-HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*™
Omaha Public Power District 60 219
- Fort Calhoun : 60 21.9 PWR
Pennsylvania Power Company 106 48.7 ,
Beaver Valley 1 106 ' 48.7 PWR
Portland General Electric Company - 76 , 34.9
Trojan 76 . 349 . PWR
PSEG Nuciear LLC 158 72.6 ‘
Salem 1 90 414 PWR
Salem 2 68 312 PWR
Rochester Gas and Electric Company ) 34 . 12.7
Ginna 34 ) 12.7 PWR
Sacramento Municipal Utility District 69 320 .
Rancho Seco _ 69 32.0 PWR
Tennessee Valley Authority 1075 236.0
Browns Ferry 1 267 49.0 BWR
Browns Ferry 2 196 364 BWR
Browns Ferry 3 ‘ 476 88.2 BWR
- ~quoyah 1 68 31.2 ~ PWR
(%, quoyah2 - 68 31.2 PWR
Toledo Edison Co. 138 65.2 »
Davis-Besse 138 65.2 PWR
U.S. DOE | 534 88.0
Calvert Cliffs 1 1 0.4 PWR
Cooper 2 . 0.4 BWR
Fort St. Vrain 480 . 5.6 HTG
multiple 0 58.4
Oconee 1 0 - 04 PWR
Point Beach 1 3 1.2 PWR
Surry 2 48 22.0 PWR
Virginia Electric and Power Co. 290 133.0° ,
North Anna 1 53 ‘ 24.4 PWR
North Anna 2 . ) 109 50.1 PWR
Surry 1 62 - 283 PWR
Surmry 2 . ’ 66 30.2 PWR
_ Wisconsin Electric Power Company 142 ' 57.0
Point Beach 1 ' 87 35.0 PWR
Point Beach 2 55 221 PWR
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation 66 25.9
Yawaunee 66 : 25.9 PWR
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TABLE B.6

ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2015

.sHASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR

ASSEMBLIES MTU

FUEL

PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*

Yankee Atomic Electric Company 40 94
Yankee Rowe 40 9.4 PWR
TOTAL SNF . 10758 10758 2999.9 3000.4
NO. OF PURCHASERS ] 39
NO. OF FUEL ORIGINATORS 69
NO. OF PWR ASSEMBLIES 4245
NO. OF BWR ASSEMBLIES 6021
NO. OF RCH ASSEMBLIES 12
NO. OF HTG ASSEMBLIES 480

* The sum of the aliocations in the MTU Originator column may not match the total in the MTU Purchaser column due to
independent rounding. In such cases, DCS review and approval will be based on the value in the MTU Purchaser column.
** BWR=Boiling Water Reactor; PWR=Pressurized Water Reactor; HTG=High Temperature Gas Reactor; RCH=Research Reactor
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TABLE B.7
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2016

ASSEMBLIES MTU.
\ _ FUEL
~HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
Alabama Power Company 160 73.4
Farley 1 89 40.9 PWR
Farley 2 71 32.6 PWR
Ameren UE . 84 38.7
Callaway 84 » 38.7 PWR
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. 246 93.8
Calvert Cliffs 1 76 29.3 PWR
Calvert Cliffs 2 170 64.6 PWR
BWXT 0 0.1
Oconee 2 » . 0 : 0.1 PWR
Quad Cities 2 . 0 0.1 BWR
Carolina ?ower & Light Company 565 : - 116.0
Brunswick 1 o 184 ) - - 338 BWR
Brunswick 2 : 333 61.4 BWR
Robinson 2 _ 48 20.7 PWR
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. 109 . 445
Haddam Neck . 109 44.5 PWR
C~- ymers Power Co. 88 . 24.8
... 4 Rock Point 36 _ 4.6 BWR
" Palisades - : 52 ’ 20.2 PWR
Dairyland Power Cooperative _ 56 ) 6.1 )
La Crosse i 56 6.1 BWR -
Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. » 480 103.6
Millstone 1 400 : 714 BWR
Millstone 2 80 ‘ 323 PWR
Duké Power Company 433 ' 200.0
McGuire 1 107 49.1 PWR
McGuire 2 39 : 18.0 PWR
Oconee 1 . 115 . 53.2 PWR
Oconee 2 _ 68 315 PWR
Oconee 3 . _ 104 48.2 PWR
Energy Northwest 59 : 10.8
Columbia ' . 59 10.8 BWR
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 136 . 60.6
Arkansas Nuclear One 1 : 68 31.5 PWR
Arkansas Nuclear One 2 68 29.0 PWR
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC 188 B : 344
Fitzpatrick ’ ) 188 344 BWR
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TABLE B.7

ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2016

JHASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR

ASSEMBLIES

MTU

PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR*

FUEL
TYPE*

Entergy Nuclear iIndian Point 2, LLC
Indian Point 2

Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC
indian Point 3

Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC
Vermont Yankee

Exelon Generation Company, LLC
Dresden 2 \
Dresden 3
La Salle County 1
Peach Bottom 2
Peach Bottom 3
Quad Cities 1
Quad Cities 2
Zion 1
Zion 2

Florida Power & Light Co.
Saint Lucie 1
Saint Lucie 2
Turkey Point 3
rkey Point 4

Florida Power Corporation
Crystal River 3

6eneral Atomics
General Atomics

Georgia Power Company
Hatch 1
Hatch 2

Indiana Michigan Power Co.
Cook 1 :
Cook 2

Interstate Power & Light
- Duane Amold

Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company
Maine Yankee

Nebraska Public Power District
Cooper

140

72

226

1985

337

65

559

274

120

146

116

B.22

140

72

226

196
176
232
292
284
412
176
73
144

85
80
57
115

65

378
181

94
180

120

146

116

63.5

33.0

41.3

419.8

141.8

30.1

0.1

103.2

119.3

220

54.8

21.2

63.5

33.0

41.3

- 356

32.0
42.5
53.3
51.7
73.6
318
33.3
65.9

32.2
31.0
26.1
52.6

30.1

0.1

69.9
33.2

40.2
79.2

22.0

54.8

21.2

PWR

PWR

BWR

BWR
BWR
BWR
BWR
BWR
BWR
BWR
PWR
PWR

PWR
PWR
PWR
PWR

PWR

RCH

BWR
BWR

PWR
PWR

BWR

PWR

BWR



TABLE B.7
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2016

ASSEMBLIES MTU
FUEL
-HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE**
Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC 416 74.8
Nine Mile Point 1 416 74.8 BWR
Northern States Péwer Co. ' 160 58.9
Prairie Island 1 66 : 241 PWR
Prairie Island 2 .94 34.8 PWR
Omaha Public Power District 90 32.3
Fort Calhoun 90 32.3 PWR
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. 488 89.6.
Susquehanna 1 488 89.6 BWR
Pennsylvania Power Company 77 35.2 .
Beaver Valley 1 77 352 PWR
Portland General Electric Company 92 42.2 .
Trojan : .92 42.2 PWR
PSEG Nuclear LLC 141 64.6
Salem 1 _ 73 334 PWR
Salem 2 ~ 68 31.2 PWR
.P'* " aster Gas and Electric Company 94 35.1
' ana 94 35.1 PWR
Sacramento Municipal Utility District 65 ' 30.1
Rancho Seco 65 30.1 PWR
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company 110 ‘ - 50.4
Summer : 110 50.4 PWR
Southern California Edison Co. 180 739
San Onofre 1 _ 52 19.3 PWR
San Onofre 2 64 273 PWR
San Onofre 3 : 64 273 PWR
Tennessee Valley Authority 1219 277.0
Browns Ferry 1 420 76.7 BWR
Browns Ferry 2 603 . 110.3 BWR
Sequoyah 1 : 128 58.7 PWR
Sequoyah 2 68 31.2 PWR
Toledo Edison Co. 65 30.6
Davis-Besse ' 65 30.6 PWR
U.S. DOE 0 0.1

Oconee 1 : ' 0 0.1 PWR
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TABLE B.7
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2016

ASSEMBLIES MTU
- FUEL
HASER | FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
Virginia Electric and Power Co. . ' 330 1561.3
North Anna 1 107 49.1 PWR
North Anna 2 ’ 97 44.6 . PWR
" Surry1 72 32.9 PWR
Surmry 2 54 ' 247 PWR
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 75 29.9
Point Beach 1 ‘ 31 12.4 PWR
Point Beach 2 44 17.5 PWR
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation 131 498
Kewaunee 131 49.8 PWR
Yankee Atomic Electric Company 76 : 17.7
Yankee Rowe : 76 -17.7 PWR
TOTAL SNF ) 10461 10461 3000.5 3000.6
NO. OF PURCHASERS 43
NO. OF FUEL ORIGINATORS 76
M~ F PWR ASSEMBLIES 4481
i+ 7 BWR ASSEMBLIES 5972
Nu. OF RCH ASSEMBLIES f 8
NO. OF HTG ASSEMBLIES .0

* The sum of the allocations in the MTU Originator column may not match the total in the MTU Purchaser column due to
independent rounding. in such cases, DCS review and approval will be based on the value in the MTU Purchaser column.
** BWR=Boiling Water Reactor; PWR=Pressurized Water Reactor; HTG=High Temperature Gas Reactor; RCH=Research Reactor
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. TABLE B.8
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2017

ASSEMBLIES : MTU
' o ) FUEL
~-HASER /| FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE**
Alabama Power Company 169 77.8
Farley 1 59 27.2 PWR
Farley 2 110 ; 50.6 PWR
Ameren UE 96 443
Callaway 96 443 PWR
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC 259 67.0 .
Oyster Creek 184 32.2 BWR
Three Mile Island 1 75 34.7 PWR
Arizona Public Service Company 157 66.5 ;
Palo Verde 1 73 31.1 PWR
Palo Verde 2 84 354 PWR
Baltimore Gas & Electric-Co. ~ 162 ' 62.0 :
Calvert Cliffs 1 ' 76 ' 29.0 PWR
Calvert Cliffs 2 - 86 33.0 PWR
Carolina Power & ‘Light Company 409 ‘ 87.3
Brunswick 1 176 323 BWR
Brunswick 2 183 335 BWR
Robinson 2 . 50 216 . PWR
: .cticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. 53 21.8 :
"Haddam Neck : 53. 218 PWR
Consumers Power Co. 24 3.1 _
Big Rock Point 24 3.1 BWR
Dairyland Power Cooperative 72 7.8
La Crosse ' 72 7.8 BWR
Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. | 405 « 123.7
Millstone 1 . 196 - 347 BWR
- Milistone 2 ‘ 134 54.4 PWR
Milistone 3 75 34.6- PWR
Duke Power Company 711 318.5
Catawba 1 129 54.7 PWR
Catawba 2 : 64 27.2 PWR
McGuire 1 , 147 654 PWR
McGuire 2 143 65.7 PWR
Oconee 1 56 258 PWR
Oconee 2 112 51.9 PWR
Oconee 3 60 27.8 PWR
Energy Northwest 161 29.4
Columbia 161 294 BWR
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~ TABLEB.S
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2017

ASSEMBLIES MTU
FUEL
~HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 175 76.8
Arkansas Nuclear One 1 64 296 PWR
Arkansas Nuclear One 2 111 47.2 PWR
Entergy Gulf States, Inc. 164 30.5
River Bend _ 164 30.5 BWR
Entergy Louisiana, Inc. 92 38.6
Waterford 3 92 38.6 PWR
Entergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC 196 35.8
Fitzpatrick ‘ : 196 35.8 BWR
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company 192 34.2 .
Pilgrim 192" 34.2 BWR
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC 68 ‘ 31.1
indian Paint 2 ’ , 68 311 PWR
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC 79 36.1
Indian Point 3 79 36.1 PWR
Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC 136 249
*’ermont Yankee ' 136 249 BWR
‘ cxelon Generation Company, LLC 1620 375.2
Byron 1 ’ 88 373 PWR
Dresden 2 172 304 BWR
La Salle County 2 : : 224 41.0 BWR
Limerick 1 100 18.6 BWR
Peach Bottom 2 : - 272 49.7 BWR
Peach Bottom 3 : 192 350 BWR
Quad Cities 1 200 354 BWR
Quad Cities 2 . 152 269 BWR
Zion1 140 64.3 PWR
Zion 2 80 S 36.6 PWR
Florida Power & Light Co. 301 117.1
Saint Lucie 1 . 84 _ 313 PWR
Saint Lucie 2 : 156 579 PWR
Turkey Point 3 61 279 PWR
Florida Power Corporation ' 89 ' 413
Crystal River 3 89 ) 41.3 PWR
General Atomics 2 0.1
General Atomics ‘ 2 0.1 RCH
Georgia Power Company 635 116.3 _
Hatch 1 272 49.8 BWR
itch 2 363 66.5 BWR
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TABLE B.8
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2017

ASSEMBLIES MTU )
: FUEL

-HASER | FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
Indiana Michigan Power Co. ’ 80 35.7

Cook 1 80 35.7 PWR
Interstate Power & Light : 128 ' 234 .

Duane Amold 128 23.4 BWR
Kansas Gas & Electric Company 60 27.7

Wolf Creek ) 60 : 27.7 - PWR
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company 67 24.5

Maine Yankee 67 ‘ 245 PWR
Nebraska Public Power District : 204 : 37.3

Cooper ‘ = - 204 373 BWR
Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC 176 _ 31.1

Nine Mile Point 1 ) 176 31.1 BWR
Northern States Power Co. 385 - 92.6 i

Monticello : - 256 46.0 BWR

Prairie Island 1 41 15.0 PWR

Prairie Island 2 : 88 . 31.6 - PWR

a Public Power District 46 ’ 16.4 .

Fort Calhoun 46 v 16.4 PWR
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 103 47.5

Diablo Canyon 1 ) 66 30.4 PWR

Diablo Canyon 2 ‘ 37 17.0 PWR
Pennsyivania Power & Light Co. 564 ' 103.5

Susquehanna 1 - 240 440 BWR

Susquehanna 2 ' 324 595  BWR
Pennsylvania Power Company - - 138 63.6

Beaver Valley 1 A 138 63.6 PWR
Portiand General Electric Company 118 54.2

Trojan 118 54.2 PWR
PSEG Nuclear LLC 428 133.0

Hope Creek 232 . 43.0 BWR

Salem 1 } _ 139 63.9 PWR

Salem 2 57 26.2 PWR
Rochester Gas and Electric Company 65 23.5

Ginna ' 65 23.5 PWR
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: TABLE B.8
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2017

ASSEMBLIES MTU

FUEL

.- HASER !/ FUEL-ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*

NO. OF PURCHASERS 47
NO. OF FUEL ORIGINATORS 84
NO. OF PWR ASSEMBLIES 4566
NO. OF BWR ASSEMBLIES 5743
NO. OF RCH ASSEMBLIES 2
NO. OF HTG ASSEMBLIES 0

* The sum of the aliocations inthe MTU Originator column may not match the tota! in the MTU Purchaser column due to
independent rounding. In such cases, DCS review and approval will be based on the vaiue in the MTU Purchaser column.

** BWR=Boiling Water Reactor; PWR=Pressurized Water Reactor; HTG=High Temperature Gas Reactor; RCH=Research Reactor
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South Carolina Electric & Gas Company 60 27.6 :
Summer 60 27.6 " PWR
Southern California Edison Co. 291 118.7
San Onofre 2 : 202 . 83.3 PWR
San Onofre 3 - ' 89 354 PWR
Systems Energy Resbources, Inc. 552 101.5
Grand Gulf . 552 101.5 BWR
U.S. DOE 0 0.1
Arkansas Nuclear One 1 0 _ _ 0.1 PWR
Virginia Electric and Power Co. , ) 187 . 86.0
North Anna 1 47 21.7 PWR
- North Anna 2 _ 57 26.4 PWR
Surry 1 58 26.5 PWR
Surry2 . 25 . 115 PWR
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 135 53.7 )
Point Beach 1 71 285 - PWR
Point Beach 2 . 64 ' 25.2 PWR
‘Wi~ ~nsin Public Service Corporation 61 ‘ 231
waunee ‘ 61 231 - PWR
Yankee Atomic Electric Company 36 8.3
Yankee Rowe ' 36 8.3 PWR
TOTAL SNF 10311 - 10311 3000.2 3000.3



TABLE B.9
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2018

ASSEMBLIES MTU
FUEL
~HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE**

Alabama Power Company 130 60.2
Farley 1 : 73 33.7 PWR

 Farley 2 57 26.6 PWR

Ameren UE 88 38.0 i
Callaway 88 . 38.0 © PWR.

AmerGen Energy Company, LLC 402 ) 88.6
Clinton 168 30.9 BWR
Oyster Creek 176 30.8 ~ BWR
Three Mile Island 1 ' 58 . 26.9 PWR

Arizona Public Service Company 169 69.4
Palo Verde 1 100 39.8 PWR
Palo Verde 3 69 29.6 PWR

Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. 165 64.2
Calvert Cliffs 1 93 ’ . 36.1 PWR
Calvert Cliffs 2 ] 72 28.0 PWR

BWXT ' 0 0.1
Oconee 1 0 0.1 PWR

£=--Vina Power & Light Company 405 874 :

0 unswick 1 . 184 337 BWR
Brunswick 2 . 168 30.9 BWR
Harris 4 1.9 PWR
Robinson 2 49 : 21.0 PWR

Cleveland Electric lluminating Co. 123 ‘ 226 '

Perry . 123 : 22,6 BWR

Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co. 54 21.0
Haddam Neck » 54 21.0 PWR

Consumers Power Co. ‘ 94 . 25.9 _

Big Rock Point (Shut Down) ) 42 55 BWR

Palisades 52 20.4 PWR
Detroit Edison Company 104 19.1

Enrico Fermi 2 104 ’ 19.1 BWR
Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. 354 103.9

Millstone 1 (Shut Down}) 196 349 BWR

Millstone 2 73. 29.8 PWR

Millstone 3 85 ' 39.2 PWR -
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TABLE B.9

ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2018

ASSEMBLIES

MTU

FUEL

PURCHASER  ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*

-HASER /| FUEL ORIGINATOR

Duke Power Company
Catawba 1
Catawba 2
McGuire 1
McGuire 2
- Oconee 1 !
‘Oconee 2
Oconee 3

Energy Northwest
"~ Columbia

Entergy Arkansas, Inc.
Arkansas Nuclear One 1

Entergy Gulf States, Inc.
River Bend

Entergy Louisiana, Inc.
Waterford 3

Entergy Nuclear FitzPétrick, LLC
. Fitzpatrick

JY Nugclear Indian Point 2, LLC
- Indian Point 2

_ Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC .
“Indian Point 3

Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC
Vermont Yankee

Exelon Generation Company, LLC
Braidwood 1
Byron 1
Byron 2
Dresden 2
Dresden 3
La Salle County 1
La Salle County 2
Limerick 1
Quad Cities 1
Quad Cities 2
Zion 1 (Shut Down)
Zion 2 (Shut Down)

Florida Power & Light Co.
Saint Lucie 1
Raint Lucie 2
key Point 4

535

288

61
71
77
142
53
43
88

288

61 -

222

80

184

72

62

136

2328

220

61

222

80

184

72

62

136

88

76

88
200
168
396
236
636
132
164

76

68

83
84
53
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2346

525

28.2

31.8
33.6
33.0
284
25.0

523.9

86.9

258 PWR
30.2 PWR
32.7 PWR
60.7 PWR
245 PWR
19.9 PWR
40.8 PWR
525 BWR
28.2 PWR
411 BWR
318 PWR
33.6 BWR
33.0 PWR
28.4 PWR
25.0 BWR
375 PWR
32.2 PWR
37.6 PWR
35.2 BWR
29.6 BWR
725 BWR
43.1 BWR
117.4 BWR
- 235 BWR
29.1 BWR
35.0 PWR
31.2 PWR
30.8 PWR
31.8  PWR
24.3 PWR



TABLE B.9
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2018

ASSEMBLIES MTU
FUEL
_HASER | FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*™*
General Atomics - 13 ' 0.1
General Atomics ’ 13 0.1 RCH
Georgia Power Company 459 103.3
Hatch 1 150 27.5 BWR
Hatch 2 ' 242 44.6 BWR
Vogtle 1 67 31.2 PWR
Indfana Michigan Power Co. 152 65.7
Cook 1 80 36.8 PWR
Cook 2 72 29.0 PWR
Interstate Power & Light 120 ' 21.9
Duane Amald 120 21.9 BWR
Kansas Gas & Electric Company 73 33.7
Wolf Creek 73 33.7 PWR
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company 57 20.8
Maine Yankee (Shut Down) 57 20.8 PWR
Nebraska Public Power District 176 32.2
"ooper v 176 32.2 BWR
| 1wwrthern States Power Co. 209 523
Monticello - 128 227 BWR
Prairie Istand 1 37 13.5 PWR
Prairie Island 2 44 16.0 PWR
Omaha Public Power District 44 15.2
Fort Calhoun 44 15.2 PWR
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 142 65.3
Diablo Canyon 1 68 31.3 PWR
Diablo Canyon 2 74 34.0 PWR
Penhsylvania Power & Light Co. 669 121.2
. Susquehanna 1 ' 228 40.5 BWR
Susquehanna 2 441 80.8 BWR
Pennsylvania Power Company 122 56.3
Beaver Valley 1 . 69 319 PWR
Beaver Valley 2 53 24.4 PWR
Portland General Electric Company 106 488

Trojan (Shut Down) 106 48.8 PWR
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TABLE B.9
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2018

ASSEMBLIES ) MTU '
. . FUEL
.HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
PSEG Nuclear LLC 301 96.0
Hope Creek ‘ ) 155 28.6 BWR
Salem 1 ‘ 65 30.2 PWR
Salem 2 81 37.3 PWR
Rochester Gas and Electric Company 36 ' 12.8
Ginna 36 12.8 PWR
Sacramento Municipal Utility District 177 82.0
Rancho Seco (Shut Down) 177 82.0 PWR
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company 61 28.0
Summer : 61 28.0 PWR
South Texas Project NOC 18 9.8
South Texas 1 . 18 9.8 PWR
Southern California Edison Co. 274 112.7
San Onofre 1 (Shut Down) 52 19.2 PWR
San Onofre 2 109 457 PWR
San Onofre 3 113 478 PWR
Systems. Energy Resources, Inc. _ 276 50.4
“rand Gulf 276 50.4 BWR
“Jennessee Valley Authority 72 331
Sequoyah 2 . 72 33.1 PWR
Toledo Edison Co. 65 30.5
Davis-Besse 65 30.5 PWR
U.S. DOE 1482 15.7
Fort St. Vrain 1482 - : 15.7 HTG
Virginia Electric and Power Co. 236 - 1086
North Anna 1 54 249 PWR
North Anna 2 61 28.2 PWR
Surry 1 52 23.8 PWR
Surry 2 ' ' 69 : 316 PWR
Wisconsin Electric Power Company - 100 37.8
Point Beach 1 : 66 25.3 PWR
Point Beach 2 ‘ 34 125 PWR
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation 45 ‘ 17.1
Kewaunee ' 45 17.1 PWR
Yankee Atomic Electric Company 40 9.2
Yankee Rowe (Shut Down) 40 9.2 PWR
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: TABLE B.9
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2018

ASSEMBLIES MTU

. _ - FUEL

- _HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER _ ORIGINATOR _PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
TOTAL SNF 11801 11801 2999.9 3000.1
NO. OF PURCHASERS 50
NO. OF FUEL ORIGINATORS ' 95
NO. OF PWR ASSEMBLIES : 4467
NO. OF BWR ASSEMBLIES 5839 :
NO. OF RCH ASSEMBLIES 13 : ‘ -
NO. OF HTG ASSEMBLIES 1482

* The sum of the allocations in the MTU Originator column may not miatch the total in the MTU Purchaser column due to
independent rounding. In such cases, DCS review and approval will be based on the value in the MTU Purchaser column.
** BWR=Boiling Water Reactor; PWR=Pressurized Water Reactor; HTG=High Temperature Gas Reactor: RCH=Research Reactor
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TABLE B.10
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2019

ASSEMBLIES _ MTU
. FUEL -
+HASER /| FUEL ORIGINATOR ‘ PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE**
Alabama Power Company 194 89.9
Farley 1 ~ 137 63.5 PWR
Farley 2 : ' ‘ : 57 26.4 PWR
- Ameren UE n ’ 303 :
Callaway : 71 . 30.3 PWR
AmerGen Energy Company, LLC 451 107.4
Clinton ) 216 ) v 39.7 BWR
Oyster Creek . 144 255 BWR
Three Mile Isiand 1 91 423 PWR
Arizona Public Service Company ) 166 - : 66.2 .
Palo Verde 2 . » 97 38.7 PWR
Palo Verde 3 69 275 PWR
Carolina Power & Light Company 303 94:8
Brunswick 1 159 ’ 29.3 BWR.
Harris 107 494 PWR
Robinson 2 37 16.0 PWR
Cleveland Electric llluminating Co. 416 76.7
Perry ' 416 76.7 . BWR
:mers Power Co, 95 : ' 320 ‘
Big Rock Point | . 20 26 BWR
Palisades. : 75 . 2983 PWR
Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, inc. 164 - 71.2
Milistone 2 - 85 34.7 PWR
Millstone 3 79 _ : 36.5 PWR
Duke Power Company 561 246.3
Catawba 1 ' 138 58.6 PWR
Catawba 2 69 29.3 PWR
McGuire 1 70 29.7 ‘PWR
McGuire 2 76 v 32.3 PWR
Oconee 1 52 241 PWR
Oconee 2 48 . ‘ 223 PWR
Oconee 3 : « 108 50.0 PWR
Energy Northwest 208 37.9
Columbia ‘ 208 37.9 BWR
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 206 87.6
Arkansas Nuclear One 1 57 26.4 PWR
Arkansas Nuclear One 2 149 . 611 PWR
Entergy Guif States, Inc. ‘ 178 . -32.9
River Bend 178 32.9 BWR
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: TABLE B.10
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2019

ASSEMBLIES MTU
FUEL
.HASER /| FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
Zntergy Louisiana, inc. 170 70.8
Waterford 3 170 70.8 PWR
Zntergy Nuclear FitzPatrick, LLC 148 N 27.3
Fitzpatrick ! 148 273 . BWR
Zntergy Nuclear indian Point 2, LLC 56 ' 258
Indian Point 2 56 . 258 PWR
Intergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC 73 i . 33.8
Indian Point 3 73 33.8 PWR
Zntergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC 129 ' 23.6
Vermont Yankee 129 236 BWR
Zxelon Generation Company, LLC 1870 433.6
Braidwood 1 60 ' 25.5 PWR
Braidwood 2 ) 84 35.6 PWR
Byron 1 88 ‘ 374 PWR
Byron 2 79 ' ‘ 337 PWR
Dresden 2 168 - 29.1 BWR
Dresden 3 : 136 ’ 23.6 BWR
La Satle County 1 : 192 352 BWR
' -~ Salie County 2 : 216 39.5 BWR
1erick 1 164 30.4 BWR
Limerick 2 ‘ 139 25.9 BWR
Peach Bottom 2 160 29.2 BWR
Quad Cities 1 144 256 BWR
Quad Cities 2 168 29.8 BWR
Zion2 72 33.1 PWR
“lorida Power & Light Co. ' 297 122.2
Saint Lucie 1 101 ' » 377 PWR
Saint Lucie 2 : 76 293 PWR
Turkey Point 3 56 257 PWR
Turkey Point 4 © 64 29.4 PWR
“lorida Power Corporation 73 338
Crystal River 3 73 338 PWR
3eneral Atomics -6 0.1
General Atomics 6 0.1 RCH
3eorgia Power Company . 467 117.3
Hatch 1 180 33.2 BWR
RHatch 2 ' 176 326 BWR.
Vogtle 1 75 349 PWR
Vogtle 2 " 36 16.7 PWR
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TABLE B.10
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2019

ASSEMBLIES MTU
FUEL
JHASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE**
Indiana Michigan Power Co. 166 715
Cook 1 ’ . 81 : 37.3 PWR
Cook 2 . 85 342 PWR
Interstate Power & Light 104 19.1
Duane Arnoid ) 104 191 ¢ BWR
Kansas Gas & Electric Company - 76 _ 35.3
Wolf Creek 76 35.3 PWR
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company 73 ) 27.4
Maine Yankee 73 274 PWR
Nebfaska Public Power District 168 _ 30.9
Cooper 168 309 BWR
Nine Mile Point Nuclear Power Station, LLC 196 . 36.3
Nine Mile Point 2 196 36.3 BWR
Northern States Power Co. 107 38.4 -
Prairie Island 1 54 194 PWR
Prairie Island 2 53 18.9 - PWR
Or-~ha Public Power District 37 13.1
at Calhoun . 37 13.1 PWR
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 238 110.2
Diablo Canyon 1 154 713 PWR
Diablo Canyon 2 - 84 38.8 PWR
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. 451 78.9
Susquehanna 1 220. ‘ 38.8 . BWR
Susquehanna 2 231 401 BWR
Pennsylvania Power Company 69 31.8
Beaver Valley 2 69 : 318 PWR
Portland General Electric Company 106 49.0
Trojan _ 106 49.0 PWR
PSEG Nuciear LLC 513 133.8
Hope Creek ‘ 373 ' 68.9 BWR
Salem 1 65 30.2 PWR
Salem 2 - .75 34.7 PWR
Rochester Gas and Electric Company 66 23.6
Ginna 66 - . 236 PWR
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company 69 31.9

Summer : 69 319 PWR
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TABLE B.10
ANNUAL ACCEPTANCE CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS, 2019

ASSEMBLIES ‘MTU
FUEL
HASER / FUEL ORIGINATOR PURCHASER ORIGINATOR PURCHASER* ORIGINATOR* TYPE*
South Texas Project NOC ' 93 50.4
South Texas 1 ©92 499 PWR
South Texas 2 1 0.5 PWR
Southern California Edison Co. 149 ‘ 60.5
San Onofre 1 40 14.8 PWR
San Onofre 3 _ 109 45.7 PWR
Systehs Energy Resources, Inc. - 284 50.2
Grand Gulf 284 50.2 BWR
Tennessee Valley Authority 131 60.3
Sequoyah 1 ' 54 ' 24.8 PWR
Sequoyah 2 77 35.5 - PWR
Toledo Edison Co. 60 28.1
Davis-Besse : . 60 28.1 PWR
Virginia Electric and Power Co. 186 85.9 ]
North Anna 1 68 31.4 PWR
North Anna 2 63 29.2 PWR
Surry 1 55 253 PWR
Wir--~~nsin Electric Power Company 103 377
o " int Beach 1 , 38 13.9 PWR
Point Beach 2 _ » 65 23.8 PWR
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation 70 : 265
Kewaunee 70 26.5 PWR
Yankee Atomic Electric Company 37 8.4 ,
Yankee Rowe 37 8.4 PWR
TOTAL SNF 9854 9854 3000.7 3000.3
NO. OF PURCHASERS 46
NO. OF FUEL ORIGINATORS 92
NO. OF PWR ASSEMBLIES 4811
NO. OF BWR ASSEMBLIES 5037
NO. OF RCH ASSEMBLIES 6
NO. OF HTG ASSEMBLIES 0

L]

* The sum of the allocations in the MTU Originator columin may not match the total in the MTU Purchaser column due to
independent rounding. In such cases, [?CS review and approval will be based on the value in the MTU Purchaser column. i
** BWR=Boiling Water Reactor; PWR=Pressurized Water Reactor; HTG=High Temperature Gas Reactor; RCH=Research Reactor
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5. DECOMMISSIONING COST ESTIMATE AND FUNDING PLAN

In accordance with 10 CFR 50.82, this section provides an updated cost estimate for the
decommissioning alternative selected by the TNP co-owners, a comparison of the
estimate with present funds set aside for decommissioning, and a plan for assuring the
availability of adequate funds for completion of decommissioning.

5.1 DECOMMISSIONING COST ESTIMATE

This section provides the results of and basis for a cost estimate prepared by PGE and
TLG Services, Inc. (TLG) for the decommissioning of TNP. Incorporated into this cost
estimate are costs of activities involved in radiological decommissioning necessary for
termination of TNP’s Part 50 license, as well as expenditures necessary to complete
nonradiological site restoration activities. The costs of removal and disposal of
nonradioactive structures and materials beyond that necessary for license termination
have been identified separately from radiological decommissioning costs.

Also separately identified are cost projections and funding requirements for the onsite
management of irradiated fuel until possession and title of the irradiated fuel is
transferred to DOE for ultimate disposal. The description of the spent fuel management
costs and associated funding plan provided in this section, together with the description
of the spent fuel management program in Section 3.3.1, fulfil the requirements of

10 CFR 50.54(bb), which stipulate that "nuclear power reactors licensed by the NRC ...
shall, within 2 years following permanent cessation of operation of the reactor ..., submit
written notification to the Commission ... of the program by which the licensee intends to
manage and provide funding for the management of all irradiated fuel at the reactor
until title to the irradiated fuel and possession of the fuel is transferred to the Secretary
of Energy for its ultimate disposal in a repository."

5.1.1 COST ESTIMATE RESULTS

As indicated in Table 5.1-1, the costs (in 1993 dollars) for the selected decommissioning
alternative are estimated to be approximately $196,992,000 for radiological
decommissioning activities, approximately $42,213,000 for nonradiological
decommissioning activities (site restoration), and approximately $168,648,000 for spent
fuel management. Costs associated with securing and maintaining decommissioning
financial assurance and bridging funds are projected to total approximately $7,226,000.
A detailed schedule of TNP’s decommissioning and spent fuel management costs,
totalling approximately $415,079,000, is provided in Table 5.1-2 and described in
Section 5.1.2.
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5.1.2 COST ESTIMATE DESCRIPTION

The final decommissioning cost estimate is based largely on the TNP-specific cost
estimate performed for PGE by TLG Services, Inc. in May 1994. The methodology used
to develop the TLG Services, Inc. cost estimate follows the approach presented in
AIF/NESP-036, "Guidelines to Producing Decommissioning Cost Estimates," and the
DOE "Decommissioning Handbook." These guidance documents utilize a unit cost
factor method for estimating decommissioning activity costs. Unit cost factors
incorporate site-specific considerations whenever practicable. Using plant drawings and
inventory documents, TLG Services, Inc. estimated quantities and volumes of the
equipment and material to be removed during decommissioning. Unit cost factors were
applied to the volumes and quantities to estimate the "activity dependent” costs. "Period
dependent" costs were determined from a critical path schedule based on the removal
activity duration.

To develop TNP’s final decommissioning cost estimate, PGE applied additional
TNP-specific factors and cost analyses to further refine the TLG Services, Inc. cost study
results. These refinements to the TLG Services, Inc. cost study ensure that the
decommissioning cost estimate provides a complete representation of TNP
decommissioning costs.

The results of PGE’s decommissioning cost estimate have been incorporated into
Table 5.1-2, which provides a comprehensive expenditure schedule for the
decommissioning of TNP. This table incorporates an annual breakdown of projected
costs associated with radiological and nonradiological decommissioning, spent fuel
management, and decommissioning expenditure financing activities. The
decommissioning cost estimate expenditure schedule contained in Table 5.1-2 is
described in the remainder of this section.

5.1.2.1 NRC (Radiological) Decommissioning Costs

The cost schedule for NRC decommissioning activities is incorporated into Table 5.1-2,
which reflects the results of the decommissioning cost estimate for TNP. Consistent with
current NRC policy, the TNP decommissioning cost estimate considers NRC
decommissioning costs to be only those costs associated with normal decommissioning
activities necessary for termination of the Part 50 license and release of the site for
unrestricted use. The decommissioning cost estimate does not include in NRC
decommissioning costs those costs associated with spent fuel management or the disposal
of nonradioactive structures and materials beyond that necessary to terminate TNP’s
Part 50 license.
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NRC decommissioning activity costs are separately identified in Table 5.1-2 as large
component removal activities and other radiological decommissioning costs, the latter of
which are incorporated into the column entitled "DECON Planning/DECON/License
Termination." With the exception of costs associated with radiological waste burial,
reactor vessel internals removal, and decommissioning plan preparation, the DECON
Planning/DECON/License Termination column costs are derived from the TLG
Services, Inc. decommissioning cost analysis methodology. Burial costs were derived
from PGE modeling and analysis of low-level radioactive waste disposal costs in July
1994, which more conservatively reflect projected burial rates. PGE also used site-
specific data to independently analyze and project costs associated with removal of the
reactor vessel internals and development of the decommissioning plan.

5.1.2.2 Nonradiological Decommissioning Costs

Although not required by NRC regulations, the decommissioning cost estimate for TNP
incorporates nonradiological decommissioning costs, as indicated in Table 5.1-2. The
TNP decommissioning cost estimate considers nonradiological decommissioning costs to
be those costs associated with site remediation and demolition and removal of
uncontaminated structures. The decommissioning cost estimate does not include in
nonradiological decommissioning costs those costs associated with spent fuel
management or NRC decommissioning activities.

Nonradiological site remediation costs were identified and incorporated into the TLG
Services, Inc. cost estimate based on a study conducted for PGE in April 1994 by
CH2M Hill, an engineering firm specializing in environmental remediation and water
treatment. The methodology that CH2M Hill used to estimate the nonradiological site
remediation costs was consistent with the methods used by EPA and State of Oregon

under their site clean-up programs.

The relatively larger projected expenditures in 2018 and 2019 for nonradiological
decommissioning activities (Table 5.1-2) reflect the intent to perform the majority of the
site restoration and uncontaminated building demolition activities after the spent fuel
and other high-level radioactive waste have been transferred to an offsite repository in
2018. Significant activities planned prior to this time include removal and disposal of
asbestos contained in the cooling tower in 1997, as well as annual activities related to
nonradiological site remediation.

5.1.2.3 Spent Fuel Management Costs

Implementation costs associated with the spent fuel management plan described in
Section 3.3.1 are reflected in the projected cost schedule for the onsite management of
irradiated fuel detailed in Table 5.1-2. Spent fuel management costs begin with ongoing
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spent fuel pool operation, surveillance, and maintenance activity costs, and continue
through ISFSI planning, construction, and operation until possession and title of the
irradiated fuel is transferred to the DOE for ultimate disposal (assumed in this estimate
to be completed in 2018). As indicated in Table 5.1-2, spent fuel pool operation
expenditures are projected to end in 1998 as a result of the transfer of the spent fuel
pool contents to the ISFSI. Costs associated with onsite management of the spent fuel
will then involve ISFSI operation, maintenance, and surveillance expenditures. Finally,
upon transfer of the ISFSI contents to an offsite repository, spent fuel management costs
end in 2018 with final expenditures necessary for disposal of greater than Class C waste
and ISFSI decommissioning activities.

PGE has analyzed spent fuel operations and maintenance costs related to storage in both
the spent fuel pool and the ISFSI. The methodology used in this analysis considered
plant-specific values, as applicable, for labor, material, and outside professional services
requirements as well as for other distributed items such as overheads, property and
liability insurance, regulatory fees, fire protection activities, and power usage. The
results of this analysis were then incorporated into the TLG decommissioning cost study.

5.1.2.4 Financial Activity Costs

Additional costs will be incurred by each TNP co-owner as necessary during
decommissioning to secure and maintain assurance that adequate funds will be available
to complete radiological decommissioning of the TNP site, and to secure loans or other
"bridging" mechanisms to augment existing funds to cover near-term decommissioning
costs. The financial assurance costs (e.g., letter of credit and standby trust fees)
indicated in Table 5.1-2 are based on the basis points and projected amount of required
financial assurance appropriate for each co-owner as described in Section 5.3,
"Decommissioning Funding Plan." The loan costs in Table 5.1-2 are based on the
interest rate and loan amount appropriate for each TNP co-owner requiring financial
bridging as described in Section 5.3. The method which each co-owner will use to
provide the required financial assurance mechanism and bridging funds is described in
detail in Section 5.3.

5.2 SPENT FUEL MANAGEMENT FUNDING PLAN

Spent fuel management costs are segregated in Table 5.1-2 into spent fuel pool operation
costs and dry storage (ISFSI) costs. Ongoing costs associated with the storage of spent
fuel and other high-level radioactive waste in the spent fuel pool are currently
incorporated into the TNP O&M budget, and are expected to continue to be funded in
this manner until the contents of the spent fuel pool are transferred to the ISFSI. Costs
associated with dry storage activities, including ISFSI planning, construction, O&M, and
decommissioning, as reflected under the column heading "Dry Storage" in Table 5.1-2,
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will be funded with decommissioning trust funds collected for that purpose. Additional
details on the decommissioning trust fund collections for each TNP co-owner are
provided in Section 5.3.

5.3 DECOMMISSIONING FUNDING PLAN
5.3.1 CURRENT DECOMMISSIONING FUNDING CAPABILITIES

Each of the TNP co-owners separately collect and maintain funds for the
decommissioning of TNP. These funds are collected through rates and deposited to
external trust funds in accordance with 10 CFR 50.75. However, the external trust funds
were established assuming that the total collected funds at the expected time of
decommissioning would be sufficient to pay both radiological and nonradiological
decommissioning costs. Because the TNP was shutdown prematurely, the external trust
funds established by the TNP co-owners currently contain only a portion of the total .
amount needed for site radiological decommissioning. Table 5.3-1 summarizes the status
of the TNP co-owners’ decommissioning trust funds as of December 31, 1993.

The NRC'’s general policy requires, prior to the start of final dismantlement (DECON),
either funds needed for decommissioning (as the term "decommission” is defined in

10 CFR 50.2, "Definitions") to be available or an appropriate financial vehicle to be
secured and maintained that will assure the availability of adequate funds for completion
of NRC (radiological) decommissioning. As indicated above, the trusts established by
the TNP co-owners for decommissioning will not contain the funds necessary for
completion of radiological decommissioning prior to the start of the DECON phase in
1998. Thus prior to commencing DECON, each TNP co-owner is required to secure a
financial assurance mechanism allowed by 10 CFR 50.75. This financial assurance must
be maintained throughout the DECON period until termination of TNP’s Part 50 license.
Furthermore, during DECON each co-owner’s decommissioning trust fund balance is
projected to be reduced to a point where it will be necessary in certain instances to
borrow or otherwise provide "bridging" funds to complete decontamination activities and
allow scheduled collections to restore the decommissioning trust fund balance.

5.3.2 TNP CO-OWNERS’ DECOMMISSIONING FUNDING PLANS

Each of the TNP co-owners has established a program in conjunction with specified goals
for the collection of funds for the decommissioning of TNP. These programs were based
upon early studies of costs for decommissioning nuclear plants of comparable type and
size to TNP. At the time that these programs were established, a specific
decommissioning study for the TNP was not performed due to the existence and
availability of studies for similar nuclear plants and because it was not planned to
decommission until after 2011.

"5-5



TROJAN DECOMMISSIONING PLAN

Following the decision to permanently shutdown TNP, the TNP-specific decommissioning
cost estimate described in Section 5.1 was prepared, enabling éach TNP co-owner to
evaluate the adequacy of its current funding plan. Because the results of the
decommissioning cost estimate indicate total decommissioning costs higher than those
upon which the current TNP co-owner decommissioning trust fund contribution
schedules are based, each TNP co-owner has adopted a revised decommissioning fund
collection schedule which ensures that each co-owner’s portion of the decommissioning
activity expenditures will be fully funded. These updated trust fund contribution
schedules are based on funding requirements for both radiological and nonradiological
decommissioning costs, as well as financing costs and specific spent fuel management
costs including planning, design, construction, O&M, and decommissioning of an ISFSL
The updated collection schedules do not include funding for spent fuel pool O&M costs
since these costs are being paid with O&M budget funds rather than decommissioning
trust funds. The decommissioning trust fund cash flow for each of the TNP co-owners,
based on the expenditure schedule in Table 5.1-2 and the revised co-owner contribution
schedules, is described below.

5.3.2.1 PGE Funding

Table 5.3-2 provides PGE’s decommissioning trust fund cash flow in nominal dollars
(3.8% escalation) during decommissioning. The trust fund expenditures described in this
table are PGE’s share (67.5%) of the expenditures described in Table 5.1-2, with the
exception of spent fuel pool O&M costs since these costs are being paid with O&M
budget funds rather than decommissioning trust funds. The trust fund contributions

listed in Table 5.3-2 are based upon PGE’s updated decommissioning trust fund
contribution schedule which ensures that PGE’s portion of the decommissioning activity
expenditures will be fully funded.

Projected requirements for bridging funds have been incorporated into PGE’s
decommissioning trust fund cash flow. As previously discussed, PGE’s external trust fund
currently contains only a portion of the total amount needed for PGE’s share of site
radiological decommissioning costs. Based on the decommissioning trust fund cash flow
analysis presented in Table 5.3-2, bridging funds will be required in the year 2000 to
complete decontamination activities and allow scheduled collections to restore the
decommissioning trust fund balance. Projected interest on bridging funds has also been
incorporated into PGE’s trust fund cash flow as indicated in Table 5.3-2.

In addition, because the trusts established by the TNP co-owners for decommissioning
will not contain the funds necessary for completion of radiological decommissioning prior
to the start of the DECON phase in 1998, each TNP co-owner must secure a financial
assurance mechanism allowed by 10 CFR 50.75, and maintain this assurance throughout
the DECON period until termination of TNP’s Part 50 license. PGE’s financial
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assurance mechanism will consist of the decommissioning trust fund balance together
with a letter of credit. Because financial assurance will be maintained only for NRC
decommissioning activities, the methodology used to determine the size of the letter of
credit ensures that if a given amount of the decommissioning trust fund is used for
non-NRC activities during a current year, the portion of the financial assurance provided
by the letter of credit must be increased by the same amount. This methodology can be
summarized as follows:

'

L,=T,-T, +T; where

L,, = Letter of Credit Portion of Financial Assurance Needed for Current Year
T, = Total costs of remaining NRC activities

T, = Current decommissioning trust fund balance

T, Portion of trust balance planned for non-NRC costs during current year

Financial assurance for remaining NRC decommissioning activities will be calculated at
the beginning of each year and will be periodically reviewed during each year to ensure
that an adequate level of financial assurance is maintained.

5.3.22 EWEB/BPA Funding

BPA is obligated through Net Billing Agreements to pay costs associated with EWEB’s
share of TNP, including decommissioning and spent fuel management costs. BPA will
fulfill the decommissioning funding obligations of EWEDB, including providing financial
assurance for EWEB’s portion of decommissioning costs in a manner stipulated in

10 CFR 50.75(e)(3)(iv) for Federal government licensees. Table 5.3-3 provides
BPA/EWEDB’s decommissioning trust fund cash flow in nominal dollars (3.8% escalation)
during decommissioning. The trust fund expenditures described in this table are
BPA/EWEDB’s share (30%) of the expenditures described in Table 5.1-2, with the
exception of spent fuel pool O&M costs since these costs are being paid with O&M
budget funds rather than decommissioning trust funds. The trust fund contributions
listed in Table 5.3-3 are based upon BPA/EWEB’s updated decommissioning trust fund
contribution schedule which ensures that BPA/EWEB’s portion of the decommissioning
activity expenditures will be fully funded.

Projected requirements for bridging funds have been incorporated into BPA/EWEB’s
decommissioning trust fund cash flow. As previously discussed, BPA/EWEB?’s external
trust fund currently contains only a portion of the total amount needed for
BPA/EWERB's share of site radiological decommissioning costs. Based on the
decommissioning trust fund cash flow analysis presented in Table 5.3-3, bridging funds
will be required to complete decontamination activities and allow scheduled collections
to restore the decommissioning trust fund balance. These bridging funds are not
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expected to incur interest costs since BPA, as a government entity, will provide the
additional decommissioning funding when necessary according to the schedule listed in

Table 5.3-3.

As allowed by 10 CFR 50.75(e)(3)(iv), BPA, as a Federal government entity fulfilling the
decommissioning funding obligations of EWEB, a licensee, will provide financial
assurance in the form of a statement of intent. The statement of intent will contain a
reference to the TNP decommissioning cost estimate described in Section 5.1, indicating
that funds for radiological decommissioning will be obtained when necessary.

5.3.2.3 PP&L Funding

Table 5.3-4 provides PP&L’s decommissioning trust fund cash flow in nominal dollars
(3.8% escalation) during decommissioning. The trust fund expenditures described in this
table are PP&L’s share (2.5%) of the expenditures described in Table 5.1-2, with the
exception of spent fuel pool O&M costs since these costs are being paid with O&M
budget funds rather than decommissioning trust funds. The trust fund contributions
listed in Table 5.3-4 are based upon PP&L’s updated decommissioning trust fund
contribution schedule which ensures that PP&L’s portion of the decommissioning activity
expenditures will be fully funded.

Based on the decommissioning trust fund cash flow analysis presented in Table 5.3-4,
PP&L’s decommissioning trust balance will remain adequately funded during
decommissioning such that bridging funds will not be required. However, because the
trusts established by the TNP co-owners for decommissioning will not contain the funds
necessary for completion of radiological decommissioning prior to the start of the
DECON phase in 1998, PP&L must secure a financial assurance mechanism allowed by
10 CFR 50.75, and maintain this assurance throughout the DECON period until
termination of TNP’s Part 50 license. PP&L’s financial assurance mechanism will consist
of the decommissioning trust fund balance together with a letter of credit. The
methodology for determining the size of the letter of credit is as described in

Section 5.3.2.1, "PGE Funding."
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Table 5.1-1

Total Decommissioning Costs
Radiological, Nonradiological (Site Restoration),
Spent Fuel Management, and Financing
(1993 dollars)

Radiological (NRC) Decommissioning Costs $

Large Component Removal 18,533,000

DECON Planning/DECON/License Termination 178,459,000

Total 196,992,000

Nonradiological Decommissioning Costs $

Site Restoration 42,213,000

Total 42,213,000

Spent Fuel Management Costs $

Spent Fuel Pool Operation/Maintenance (non-trust fund 66,365,000

expenditures) -

ISFSI Construction and Decommissioning 36,667,000

ISFSI Operation/Maintenance 65,616,000

Total _ 168,648,000

Financing Costs $

Financial Assurance 590,000
~ Decommissioning Loans 6,636,000

Total 7,226,000

Total Decommissioning and Fuel Management Costs $415,079,000

Total Trust Fund Expenditures $348,714,000
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Table 5.1-2

Decommissioning Cost Estimate for Trojan Nuclear Plant

(1993 $ x 1000)

Itemized Decommissioning Expenditure Schedule

. Total Expenditures NRC (Radiological) Nonradiological Spent Fuel Management Financing Activities
Decommissioning Decommissioning
Dry Storage Spent
Fuel
Pool
Year Total NRC Total Total Spent Total Combined - Large DECON Additional ISFSI ISFSI | O&M Costs for Costs of
Decommissioning Nonradiological Fuel Financing Expenditures Component Planning/ Activities - Site Construction and o&M Maintaining Loans
Expenditures Decommissioning | Management Activity Removal DECON/ Restoration Decommissioning Financial
Expenditures Expenditures | Expenditures License Assurance
Termination
1993 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1994 8.051 8,051 3.812 4,239
1995 15,692 22.858 38,550 14,721 971 1.710 21,148
1996 8.416 23.840 32,256 8.416 4.515 19,325
1997 25,329 3.829 23.018 52.176 25.329 3,829 7.400 15.618
1998 33.391 420 16,511 235 50.557 33.391 420 4.600 1.637 10,274 235
1999 56.160 1,291 3,252 193 60,896 56.160 1,291 3.252 193
2000 48.006 1,291 3.279 1,109 53.685 48.006 1,291 3.279 156 953
2001 1,947 1.415 3,350 1,976 8.688 1.947 1,415 3.350 6 1,970
2002 784 3.347 1,643 5,774 . 784 3.347 1,643
2003 683 3.341 1,292 5,316 683 3,341 1,292
2004 302 3,331 720 4,353 302 3,331 720
2005 302 3.317 54 3.673 302 3.317 54
2006 302 3,298 4 3.604 302 3,298 4
2007 302 3,274 3,576 302 3,274
2008 302 3.244 3.545 302 3.244
2009 302 3.208 3.510 302 3.208
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Table 5.1-2
Decommissioning Cost Estimate for Trojan Nuclear Plant
Itemized Decommissioning Expenditure Schedule
(1993 $ x 1000)

Total Expenditures NRC (Radiological) Nonradiological Spent Fuel Management Financing Activities
Decommissioning Decommissioning
Dry Storage Spent

Fuel

Pool
Year Total NRC Total Total Spent Total Combined Large DECON Additional ISFSI ISFSI | O&M Costs for Costs of

Decommissioning Nonrddiological Fuel Financing Expenditures | Component Planning/ Activities - Site Construction and Oo&M Maintaining Loans
Expenditures ‘Decommissioning | Management Activity Removal DECON/ Restoration Decommissioning Financial
Expenditures Expenditures | Expenditures License Assurance
Termination

2010 302 3.165 3,467 302 3,165
2011 302 3.114 3.416 302 3.114
2012 302 3,114 3.416 302 3,114
2013 302 3.114 3.416 302 3,114
2014 302 3.114 3.416 302 3,114
2015 302 3.114 3.416 302 3,114
2016 302 3,114 3.416 302 3.114
2017 302 3.114 3.416 302 3.114
2018 10,453 21,217 31.670 10,453 18.442 2.775
2019 13.357 13,357 13,357
2020 302 302 302
2021 728 728 728
2022 722 722 722
2023 2,710 2,710 2,710
Total 196.992 42,213 168.648 7.226 415.079 18.533 178.459 42,213 36,667 65.616 66.365 590 6.636
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Table 5.3-1

Status of Decommissioning Trust Funds
as of December 31, 1993

Trojan Co-Owner Fund Balance as of 12/31/93

Portland General Electric (PGE) $48,873,915

Eugene Water & Electric (EWEB)/ $11,688,875
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)

Pacific Power & Light (PP&L) $2,431,938
[

Total $62,994,728
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