+

capacity to replace what could have been generated (v S:squehanna,

This means that demand is assumed to be so low that generation from
about 43 percent of PJM's capacity, that with the highest

production costs, would not be required at all even if Susquehanna

is not available to the system,

I have also assu...d that the Susquehanna units would have operated

at an average annual capacity factor of 6F percent.gl The

1982 nuclear fuel cost is estimated at 10 mills/kWh and is assumed

to escalate at 5 percent per year.ﬁl The coal fuel cost is based on

the weighted average of the actual value (cents per million BTU) paid

by the i utilities for coal as of February 1981 and 8 percent per year
ezcalation.é/ The coal cost is converted to mill/kWh based on an average
plant heat rate of 10,000 BTU per kWh. Based on these assumptions, the
fuel cost differential associated with the first full year of operation
of “nit 1 is estimated at $30 million. In the 1983 tineframe, the first
year botn units are expected to be in operation, tﬁe savings are

approximately $64 million.él Additional savings would be expected to
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The production cost analysis employed here differs from the one
presented in the Susquehanna FES-OL in that fuel costs have been
updated and here it is assumed that Susquehanna's output can be
totally replaced by coal Tired generators in orcer to satisfy the
intervenor's scenario of lower energy growth and excess capacity.




