UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The Cincinnati Gas & Electric
Company, et al.

Docket No. 50-358

(William H. Zimmer Nuclear
Power Station)

Nt Nt Nt Nt S it S

APPLICANTS' SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT
OF THEIR MOTION FOR SUMMARY DISPOSITION RESPECTING
CERTALIN ADMITTED CONTENTIONS

I. Preliminary Statement

Applicants, The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company, et
al., incorporate Section I of "Applicants' Memorandum in
Support of Their Motion for Summary Disposition Respecting
Certain Admitted Contentions."

II. Statement of the Case

Applicants incorporate by reference Section II of
"Applicants' Memorandum in Support of Their Motion for

Summary Disposition Respecting Certain Admitted Contentions."
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I1I. Miami Valley Power Project's Contentions

Contention 11

Current data demonstrates that there is
no need for the Zimmer plant at Lhis time
because Dayton Power and Light's peak de-
mand is and will not be sufficient to
justify the added power until after 1985.

The Zimmer Nuclear Power Station is owned by The
Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company which has a 40% share,
Columbus and Southern Ohio Electric Company which has a
28.5% share, and The Dayton Power and Light Company having
a 31.5% share. The facility will be operated in accordance
with the William H. Zimmer Unit 1 Operation Agreement
("Agreement")” which calls for the output to be distributed
in proportion to the ownership interest of each of the
participants [Agreement at 2]. Each owner is required to
use its best efforts to schedule its undivided ownership
share of the available capacity [Agreement at 7]. CG&E is
required, as the operator, subject to plant safety and fuel
performance criteria, to operate the facility so as to
produce an output equal to the sum of the participants
required scheduled generation [Agreement at 3] and to operate
the plant at less than available capacity should one of the

owners request less than their undivided ownership share of

the available capacity [Agreement at 2].

j;/ A draft dated January, 1979, of the Operation Agreement
was transmitted to the Board and parties on January 9,
1979, as response to NRC Question 4 related to financial
qualifications. The Agreement as signed on February 22,
1979 was substantially in the same form as submitted.
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Thus, even assuming arguendo, that The Dayton Power and
Light Company did not require any output from the facility
until 1985, as alleged in the Project's Contention 11, CG&E
would be obligated to operate the facility for the benefit
of the other owners; the Project's Contention 1l does not
dispute the other owners' need for the power from the facility.
Of course, an adjustment would be made among the parties de-
pending on energy usage of each owner (Agreement at 6-=9).

aoreover, inasmuch as the Agreement requires each
participant to use its best efforts to schedule output
share, even if DP&L had no increase in load beyond its
historic peak lcad for 1978 (or even in the hypothetical
case that its peak would decrease), it would have to adhere
to the provision of the Agreement to utilize its output
share. Moreover, its self-interest would motivate it to
cause it to utilize the energy generated by the Zimmer
facility first. For The Dayton Power and Light Company,
were the Zimm.r Station delayed a year, additional fuel
costs of $30 million would be incurred [Affidavit of Allen M.
Hill at Paragraph 5 (hereinafter "Hill, 4___")]. The other
owners would experience similar costs [Affidavits of Robert P.
Wiwi at Paragraph 8 (hereinafter "Wiwi, i___") and W. Robert
Kelley at Paragraph 2 (hereinafter "Kelley, %__ ")]. Thus
to reduce its system operating costs, each utility would
substitute the Zimmer Station for the output from the other
stations. Since power produced by the Zimmer Station would

displace power produced by the use of fossil fuels, including
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oil, these resources would be saved [Wiwi, 48, Kelley, 42].
The demonstrated need for the substitution of the output
from the nuclear-fueled unit for fossil-fired units is alone
sufficient to justify the licensing of the Zimmer Station.

Nicgra Mohawk Power Corporation (Nine Mile Point Nuclear

Station, Unit 2), ALAB-264, 1 NRC 347, 353-4 (1975).

In any event, The Dayton Power and Light Company does,
in fact, need its output share of the Zimmer Station to meet
its customer's increasing demands. As discussed in the
Affidavit of Hill, The Dayton Power anc Light Company has
estimated its load growth over the next six years using
econometric and other predictive techniques [Hill, 42]. 1If
Zimmer is not on line to meet the summer peak of 1980, the
generation reserves would fall to 16% for the summer peak,
and 18% for the winter peak which fall below a reserve
requirement which is acceptable [Hill, 43]. These evaluations
assume that other units scheduled to begin operation during
this time frame, in fact, came on line as scheduled [Hill,
Y¥4]. Thus, DP&L has shown a definite need for its share of
the output of the facility.

This discussion is dispositive of Contention 1l as the
need for power contention runs only to The Dayton Power and
Light Company. However, it may be noted that the generation
reserve levels without Zimmer installed for the summer of
1980 is 11.7% for CG&E [Wiwi, 96] and for the suimmer of
1981, the values are 16.4% for CG&E [Wiwi, 96] and 18.8% for
Cclumbus & Southern Ohio Electric Company [Kelley, 45].
Installed reserve requirements for Columbus & Southern Ohio
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Electric are approximately 5% higher than the other two
companies [Kelley, Y4]. It may be seen that without Zimmer,
required reserves are not maintained. Thus the need for the
Zimmer Station is established for CG&E and C&SOE.

For its part, the Project recites that by the year
2000, 391ar energy will provide 20% of the nation's energy
needs. Even if true, it is irrelevant to the issues
before the Board. As discussed above, the Zimmer facility
will be utilized to meet present demand of the Applicants'
customers and increased solar use in the y- + 2000 is not a
consideration in the licensing of Zimmer. The Project also
points to an article in which it is claimed that photovoltaic
cells and co-g%Ferating engines could be competitive with
nuclear power. It is clear from the face of the article
that the alternatives proposed, photovoltaic cells and "a
specially designed auto enaﬁne . « « which produces both
electricicy and hot water"  could not possibly supply
electricity to meet the projected peaks in 1980 or 1981.

The article admits that the initial year which either of
such %?stems could conceivably be in operation would be

1987. Thus, under applicable Commission precedents, both

2/ Response to Interrogatory 4, Miami Valley Power Project's
Answers to Applicants' Second Set of Interrogatories dated
February 23, 1979.

ii/ An Economic Comparison of Three Technologies: Fhotovoltaics,
Nuclear Power, Co-Generating Engines which is contained as
Attachment 1 to Miami Valley Power Project's Answers to
Applicants' Second Set of Interrogatories.

4/ 1d. at 11.
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these "alternatives" are not viable alternatives to the
Zimmer Station and need not even be considered.é—/ It may be
seen that s.ch alternatives are based upcn the most specula-
tive of assumptions. In order for the photovoltaic cells to
be at all competitive a drastic reduction in their price is
required. It is sheer speculation that such reduction will
occur or that technical problems of a grid of such admittedly
unprecedented size will be solved, even by 1987. The article
points out that the entire industry's present productive
capacity of photovoltaic cells is 0.8 Mw per year, thus
requirigg a 1050 fold increase, mere.y to replace the Zimmer
output.——/

The assumptions regarding co-generation cannot stand
scrutiny. It would require the installation of 56,0%0 such
engines to replace the output of the Zimmer Station.-_/ It
is assumed that these engines burn natural gas and presumably
that this fuel would be available for the intended use. In
this regard, the assumption is made that there would be no
fuel cost for the production of electricity, assigning the

total cost of the fuel to heat production. However, such

assumption completely neglects the fact that the utilities'

6/ Tennessee Valley Authority (Hartsville Nuclear Plants, Units
IA, 2A, 1B and 2B), ALAB-367, 5 NRC 92, 102 (1977), citing,
inter alia, Carolina Environmental Study Group v. Unite
States, 510 F. ’ - D.C. Cir. ; Long Island
Ligﬁting Co. (Shoreham Nuclear Power Station), ALAB-156,

AEC » 855 (1973).

;L/ Id. This is based upon 66,667 units to replace a 1,000
Mw central station.
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peak load occurs during the summer when residential heat
production would not be required. Without pursuing the
assumptions and methodology further, it is clear that no
viable alternative to timely completion of the Zimmer
Station has been presented.

Therefore, Applicants are entitled to summary disposi-

tion and Contention 11 should be dismissed.




Contention 12

The Project alleges that the Applicants

cannot guarantee an adequate supply of

nuclear fuel for the plant in question.

The Board construes this allegation to

be that Applicants will not have an

adequate fuel supply to operate the

plant which is sought to be authorized

for operation.

The question of the adequacy of the uranium fuel
supply for the Zimmer facility is, to the extent that U30g
has not already been purchased for the facility, a generic
issue in that the U.S. total uranium resources and U30g
requirements of operating plants, facilities under construc-
tion or on crder must be examined. This generic matter has
been considered and disposed of in a number of NRC proceed-
ings, both by licensing and appeal boards. This portion of
the motion for summary disposition will, rather than beginning
anew, rely on the methodology and results already utilized
and approved by the NRC, updating where necessary. In the
9

S/
Wolf Creek proceeding, the Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Board saw no reason not to accept a similar generic
10 /
determination made in the River Bend proceeding  with

regard to certain aspects of the proceeding relating to
uranium supply. Moreover, the Appeal Board has already

found the witness used to support the findings in River Bend

"was qualified by education and experience to make an informed,

9/ Kansas Gas and Electric Company (Wolf Creek Generating
Station, Unit 1), ALAB-462, 7 NRC 320, 326 (1978).

Lg/ Gulf States Utilities Co. (River Bend Station, Units 1
and 2), ALAB-317, 3 NRC 175 (1976) and ALAB-444, 6 NRC
760 (1977).
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expert judgment on the total amount of uranium which ﬁ& ;11
likelihood would be available over the next 40 years."
Even then, the previous findings of the NRC were not taken
uncritically. K. K. Chitkara, who is Manager of Nuclear
Fuel and Advanced Engineering Projects for CG&E and, as
shown in the Statement of Professional Qualiifications which
is attached to his affidavit, has expertise in matters
related to fuel availability and the supply of uranium,
has examined the Appeal 2card and Licensing Board opinions
and the underlying bases. In his expert opinion, he has found
them to be reliable and conservative. As a result, he
supports the findings of the Appeal Board made as discussed
in his affidavit.
CG&E has a contract with Anaconda Company for the
supply of U30g for the initial core and the first six re-
lc~ds; following reload 6 and for the remainder of the life
of the facility, it is expected that U;0g will be obtained
on the open market [Affidavit of K. K. Chitkara at Paragraph

3 (hereinafter "Chitkara, Y_ ")].

In River Bend and Wolf Creek, the record established

the number of existing and currently planned reactors to be

236 with a capacity of 236,000 Mw and the resultant requirements
to be 1,577,000 of U30g tons [Chitkara, Y% 6, 7]. Current
estimates show that U30g requirements would total 1,075,000

tons corresponding to 199,100 MWe ([Chitkara, 48]. Correcting

11/ River Bend, ALAB-317, 3 NRC at 181.

2337 533
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this estimate for various losses in processing, the require-
ments for the currently operating or planned reactors would
be 1,134,000 tons. This was based upon an assumption of a
transactional tails of 0.2% which is a reasonable one for
the forseeable future [Chitkara, 4Y8]. However, even if a
transactional tails analysis of 0.3% were used, as was as-
sumed in 1975, the requirements for currently operating or
planned reactors would be increased only by 20% to 1,361,000
tons [Chitkara, Y8]. The Department of Energy's latest
estimates of U.S. resources in the reserves and probable
resources categories with forward costs of $30 per pound

is 1,760,000 tons [Chitkara, 4Y9]. Even making a downward
adjustment of 10% to account for mill losses, the U;0g
available would be 1,584,000 tons, thus demonstrating the
existence of a sufficient quantity of uranium for the Zimmer
plant as well as for the other reactors operating or plarned,
i.e., greater than the 1,361,000 tons requirements.

For its part, the Project apparently relies upon a
number of books and newspaper articles to support its asser-
tion that the amount of uranium is not sufficient. It
appears that the Project is attempting to utilize the same
argument which has been previously rejected by the Appeal
Board, i.e., that reliance should not be placed upon uranium
resources not as yet shown to exist as a matter of virtuzl

certainty. The Appeal Board rejected this argument in

{3/ Miami Valley Power Project's Answers to Applicants'
Third Set of Interrogatories served on April 11, 1979,
Response to Interrogatory 4.

2337 .32
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1
River Bend and, after a fresh look, in the Wolf Creek pro=-

ceeding. There is no new information proferred which

would cause this Board to reconsider the NRC's position.
Moreover, the assertion made by the Proigﬁt that the present
contracts for uranium would be breached is pure speculation
and should be given no weight.

The Project asserts that the price of uranium has
“risen dramatically in recent years." With regard to the
supply of uranium such a factor would tend to increase the
incentive to produce uranium and would increase the exploration
for new reserves and thus would be a positive factor in
increasing the supply.

The Project states that ERDA (now Department of Energy)
was charging $61.30 per Separative Work Unit (SWU) for en-
richment and that private commercial enrichment would charge
more. This argument is irrelevant to the availability of
the uranium resource. This proceeding should not be permitted
to become a forum for debate over the role of the government
in enrichment. The only question is the sufficiency of the
uranium supply for Zimmer. 1In any event, as of December 30,
1978, the DOE has raised the price per SWU to $88.30. 43 Fed.
Reg. 49831 (October 25, 1978).

1Yy River Bend, ALAB-317, 3 NRC at 180-1.
14/ Wolf Creek, ALAB-462, 6 NRC at 324-5.
1% Response at 14, Miami Valley Power Project's Answers to

Applicants' Second Set of Interrogatories dated
February 22, 1979.
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It should be noted that many of the assertions used by
the Project to support the lack of sufficient uranium involve
supplies and requirements existing outside the United States.
While the Applicants feel that the assertions made regarding
world supply and requirements of uranium made by the Project
are incorrect, their study has been limited to the United
States and their findings regarding the availability of
uranium are based on utilization 2nd availability in this
country.

For the foregoing reasons, Applicants are entitled to

summary disposition regarding Contention 12.

/-)-‘-:77 <
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Contention 13

The equipment used in the construction
and operation of the plant will be ex-
cessively costly and, in effect, beyond
the financial capability of Applicants.
Applicants are financially ungqualified to

% operate the plant because of escalating
costs.

In accordance with the requirements of 10 C.F.R.
§50.33(f), and Appendix C to Part 50 and pursuant to the

Commicsion's decision in Public Service Company of New

Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2), CLI-78-1, 7 NRC
1 (1978), a licensing board must find reasonable assurance
that a uti’ity is financially qualified. The Commission's
Seabrook decision stresses that such a finding does not mean
a demonstration of near certainty that an applicant will
never be pressed for funds (7 NRC at 18). It does mean that
an applicant must have a reasonable financing plan in the
light of relevant circumstances (Id.). As discussed below,
the finding of reasonable assurance of financial qualifica-
tions can be made.

The first part of the allegation of Contention 13, that
the equipment used in the construction of the plant will be
excessively costly deserves short shrift. The Zimmer Station
is over 90% complete. The completion of the facility will
be financed in a manner similar to the remainder of the
construction and as a part of the construction program of
the three owners.

The remaining cost to complete the Zimmer Station is

only a small part of the funds to be committed in the con-

2 B o -
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struction budgets of the Applicants over the next five years
[Affidavit of William H. Zimmer, Jr. at Paragraph 2 (herein-
after "Zimmer, 4__ "), Affidavit of John M. Emery at Paragraph
2 (hereinafter "Emery, Y___ "), Affidavit of Paul E. Anderson
at Paragraph 2 (hereinafter "Anderson, Y__ ")]. Based upon
the amount of remaining construction and an analysis of the
various sources for construction funds available to the
companies, taking into account the financial status of the
owners and their previous demonstrated ability to raise
capital, there is reasonable assurance that the remainder of
construction can be financed [Zimmer, 443-8, Emery, 4%3-8,
Anderson, Y43-7].

With regard to construction costs, the Project only
states that "[o]ther problems recently discovered by the NRC
will probably increase those costs even further.gé—/ No
specificity is given and no showing is made that the owners
will be unable to finance its completion. This portion of
the contention has no merit.

Appendix C to 10 C.F.R. Part 50 requires an applicant
for an operating license to show that it possesses the funds
necessary to cover estimated operating costs, or has reasonable
assurances of obtaining the necessary funds or a combination
of the two. In addition, an applicant is required to show

that it possesses or has reasonable assurance of obtaining

16/ Miami Valley Power Project's Answers to Applicants' Second
Set of Interrogatories dated Febkruary 23, 1979, Response to
Interrogatory 16.
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the funds necessary to pay the estimated costs of permanently
shutting down the facility and maintaining it in a safe
condition. Appendix C continues:

[Ilt will ordinarily be sufficient

to show at the time of filing of the

application, availability of resources

sufficient to cover estimated operating

costs for each of the first 5 years of

operation plus the estimated costs

of permanent shutdown and maintenance

of the facility in safe condition. It

is also expected that, in most cases,

the applicant's annual financial state-

ments contained in its published annual

reports will enable the Commission to

evaluate the applicant's financial

capability to satisfy this requirement.

The Applicants have already presented extensive evidence
on the matter of their financial qualifications. The latest
information was transmitted to the NRC on January 9, 1979
with copies to the Lic%%§ing Board and parties (hereinafter
"Financial Submittal”). This submittal contains details
of costs of operation and decommissioning and souirces of
revenue to cover these costs, and various submittals to the
Securities and Exchange Commission and to rate-setting
bodies. This submittal is referenced in the affidavits of
the Company regarding Contention 13 and is incorporated by
reference herein.

In conformance with the requirements of Appendix C
discussed above, information on the estimated costs for the

first five years of operation for various plant capacity

17/ Copies of the 197f¢ annual reports of the Applicants were
sent to the Board and parties on March 26, 1979.

L T B | -
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factors, including a capacity factor as low as 50% was
subritted.”  Considering these costs of operation over

the first five years of operation and the capital structure
and financial conditions of the grners and recent decisicn of
The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, there is reasonable
assurance that each owner will be able to pay its share of
costs associated with operation of the Zimmer Station [Zimmer,
19, Emery, 49, Anderson, %8].

The costs associated with decommissioning utilized by
the Applicants were based upon a report published by the
Atomic Industrial Forum (AIF), in November, 1976, entitled,
"An Engineering Evaluation of Nuclear Power Reactor De-
commissioning Alternatives."  This study provided cost
estimates in 1975 dollars for several decommissioning al-
ternatives for BWR plants of both 1160 MWe and 55C MWe
sizes. The AIF study concluded that the most economical
mode of decommissioning would be either temporary moth-
balling or temporary entombment for a cooling period of
about 104 years, followed by dismantling and removal of the
radioactive structures of the facility. If it is ascumed
that a security force will be required to guard a temporarily
mothballed facility for the entire 104 year cooling period,
then temporary entombment becomes the more economical choice.

For purposes of the cost estimates, used by the Applicants,

ggy Financial Submittal, Response to Questions la and 1lb.

19 1d., Response to Questions 2 and 3.

-
-
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it was assumed that such a security force would be required

with temporary mothballing. The cost estimates presented

are thus based on temporarily entombing the facility at the

end of its 33 year life, allowing the radiation levels to

decay for 104 years, then dismantling and removing only the
20/

contaminated structures.

There are three components of total decommissioning
cost: (1) initial entombment cost at the end of the 33 year
life; (2) annual surveillance and maintenance costs for the
next 104 years; and (3) cost of dismantling and removing
contaminated structures at the end of the 104 year cooling
period. The AIF estimates for these three components for an
1160 MWe BWR and for a 550 MWe BWR were interpolated between
to obtain the estimates for the 800 MWe Zimmer plant. These
estimates, in 1979 dollars, are:

a. Initial temporary entombment $8,555,348
b. Total surveillance and mainte-
nance for 104 years $7,663,864
¢. Dismantling and removal of
contaminated structures after
104 years of cooling $1,645,639
Total decommissioning cost $l7,864,8512_/
The Applicants presently plan on obtaining the funds

required for decommissioning the plant by collecting from

their customers through annual depreciation charges during

LW Ido "% 9 % 7
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the service life of the facility amounts which will be de-
posited with a trustee. The sum of the amounts so depousited
plus earnings thereon would be adequate to pay the decommis-
sioning costs. Based on a 6% annual inflation rate from
1975 through the final dismantiing/removal of contaminated
structures in the year 2116 and a 5% tax-free interest rate
on funds deposited with the decommissioning trustee, the
annual payments to the decommissioning trustee over the 33
year plant life required to provide the necessary funds for
each of the three components of decommissioning, as well as
the total annual payment, are:
a. Initial temporary entombment $ 730, 963
b. 104 years of surveillance and

maintenance $ 1,110,584
¢. Dismantling and removal of con-

taminated structures after 104

years of cooling $ 376,803

Total annual decommissioning fund

deposit over 33 year operating 22,

lifetime $ 2,218,350

This funding plan by the Applicants would require the
approval of the Ohio Public Service Commission which has not
yet been obtained. However, even in the absence of a plan
specifically setting aside funds, based upon the established

decommissioning costs relative to each of the Applicants

22/ 1d.

1d e T
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financial resources, there is reasonable assurance that the
Applicants could cover such costs [Zimmer, 49, Emery, %9,
Anderscn, Y8].

The Project's arguments are to the effect that rate‘
increases are nececsary and cannot be assumed "because it
would not be justified to ggss onto the consumer ineffi-
ciency and cost overruns."  While the guestion of the
rates to be charged customers of the Applicants is not a
question before this agency, the Commission's Seabrook
decision, makes clear that future rate increases may be
taken into consideration in a positive finding on the issue
of financial qualifications (7 NRC at 20).

In this regard, the Commission has stated that "[a]n-
ticipated difficulties in raising funds are relevant to the
reasonable assurance determination, but a showing of some
potential difficulty would not necessarily preclude that
determination, all other relevant factors being taken into
account (Id. at 21)." 1In this case the Project has made no
showing of any potential difficulty in raising funds.

Contention 13 has no merit, and the Applicants are

entitled to summary disposition.

23 / Miami Valley Power Project's Answer to Applicants' Second
Set of Interrogatories dated February .3, 1979, Response to
Interrogatory 19.
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IV. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, "Applicants' Supplemental
Motion for Summary Disposition" should be granted.
Respectfully submitted,

CONNER, MOORE & CORBER

Wil

Mark J. Wetterhahn
Counsel for the Applicants

April 23, 1979
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STATE OF OHIO )

) 88.
COUNTY OF HAMILTON ) : L5
o~ ’/\;\-I
-/"‘T‘;’
AFFIDAVIT OF ROBERT F. WIWI Tt V"

Robert P. Wiwi, being first dulf sworn according
to law comes forward and states: '

) My name is Robert P. Wiwi. I am employed by The
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company as Vice President of
Electric Operations. In that position, I am responsible for
among other duties the formulation of CG&E's long term energy
and demand forecast and determination of additional genera-
tion capability so as to maintain adequate generating reserve
margins. A statement of my professional qualifications is
attached and incorporated by reference herein.

3. In determining the need for power or additional
generating capacity several major factors are involved. The
first is the forecast of future customers energy requirements
and peak demands throughout the year with nJajor emphasis being
placed on forecasting the peak demands in the season likely to
produce the greatest annual peak demand. For CG&E the peak
season is the summer season because of the large amount of
electric air conditioning installe¢ 1 by our customers.

e The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company (CG&E) updates
its electric sales and load forecasts annually in the spring.

Zlectric sales are forecast for each class of service fifteen



years intc the future, the first three years of which are split
up monthly by company for shorter term planning and revenue
budgeting purposes. The methodology employed at CG&E involves
a mix of forecasting technigues. The overall approach, however,
is econometric in nature and results in a forecast of annual
energy consumption by class of service which in turn derives a
forecast of summer and winter peak demands.

4. Summer and winter peak loads are derived by applying
load research based peak contribution factors to the disaggregated
kWh forecast and swrming the coincident peak contributions.

Se The forecasted peak loads in the following table
reflect an anticipated annual compound growth rate of 4.6%
over the projected peak that could have occurred in 1978 if we
had experienced a typical Cincinnati "hot spell."” This growth
rate is consistent with projections being made by others not
directly involved in the electric utility industry but who are
interested in the electric utility sector of cur economy and
its future peak demands.

6. Another major factor in CG&E Co. generation expansion
plans is the maintaining of a reserve margin of generation in
the range of 18-25% at the time of the system peak. This reserve
margin is necessary to provide a reliable source of power at
peak times even in the event of forced outages of equipment or
unanticipated electric demands in excess of the forecast. This

reserve margin is also required throcughcui the year to p~wmit



the removal of generating units from servi.ce for purposes of
maintenance ana inspection.

The following table of data for The Cincinnati Gas &
Electric Company and Subsidiary Companies shows the effect of
the Zimmer Nuclear Unit on the generation reserve margins for

the next two years.

Summer Total *Generation Reserve
Peak CG&E Reserve less less

Year Forecast *Generation Margin Zimmer Zimmer
1980 3218 3912 21.6 3595 11.7
1981 3352 4218 25.8 3901 16.4

* Generation based on net summer capability.

Without Zimmer Unit #1 being placed in service in
early 1980, the reserve margins are not adequate for reliable
service to our customers.

Prudent generation planning dictates that even with
the desired reserve margins, some probability remains that a
series of coincident forced outages of equipment will necessitate
the purchase of emergency power from neighboring systems. 1If
the reserve margin falls below the design range the probability
of the need for emergency purchases of power greatly increase
both as to frequency and magnitude and conceivably co.ld exceed
the amount available. If sufficient power could not be imported
into the system the consequences could range from

(i) our customers being subjected to planned disconnection
of service for severa’ hours to

(ii) a total collapse of the system or blackout of south-

western Ohio. These consequences cannot be permitted to occur.

47



The social economic cost and potential costs of damage to the
electric supply facilities of the company could approach 100's
of millions of dollars. Therefore Zimmer Unit #1 must be placed
in servire in accord with its present in service date.

8. Not withstanding the foregoint potential consequences
of the delay in Zimmer station, the custome:rs of the company
would exp;;;ence substantial increases in cost of energy because
the energy that would have been produced by Zimmer would need to
be produced by older less efficient coal and oil firec steam
equipment and gas turbines as well as through the purchase of
energy from others if available, such purchased energy being
produced by similar less efficient and expensive generation
equipment. An estimate of the fuel and purchase power penalty
costs incurred by our customers in 1980 should che in service
date of Zimmer Unit #1 be delayed from January 1, 1980 to
January 1, 1981 is $21,535,570 and using an additional 1,133,896

barrels of oil.

SWORN to before me this day of e 1979.

Notary Public Y217 I Q

My Commission expires .




QUALIFICATIONS
FOBERT P. WIWI

VICE PRESIDENT - ELECTRIC OPERATIONS
THE CINCINNATI GAS & ELECTR.IC COMPANY

My name is Robert P. Wiwi. My%place of business is
Fourth and Main Streets, Cincinnati, Ohio. T am Vice President
of Electric Operations of The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company.

I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Eleccrical
Engineering from the University of Cincinnati in 1964. I
received a Master of Business Administration Degree from Xavier
University in 1969. I also attended an Electric Utility
Management Program at the University of Michigan in 1972. I
have been employed by The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company and
its Subsidiaries since 1964. I have held various positions in
the Electric Department in both the operating and planning
divisions. I was Manager of the Electric Operaticns Department
from May, 1972 until May, 1976 when I became Vice President of
Electric Operations.

I am a member of the Institute of Electrical and
Electron.c Engineers, the Association of Edison Illuminating
Companies and the Coordination Review Committee of East Central

Area Reliability (ECAR).



STATE OF OBIO
COUNTY OF FRASKLIN

AFFIPAVIT OF W. ROBERT XELLZY

W. ROBERT KELLEY, being first duly sworm according to law
comes forward and states:

1. ¥y pame is ¥. Bobert Xelley. I am empicyed by Columdus
and Southern Ohioc Xlectric Company as Vice President - Electric
Operations. In that position, I a= responsible for the gemeration
deaign, operation, and mmintanance; systes operations; and
substation operation and maintenance. A statement of nmy professiocnal
qualifications is attached and incorporated dy rsference herein.'

2. IpS-1 will supply CiSOE with its lowest incremestal cost
energy. Fuel cost for emergy from IPS~-1 for the year 1580 is

expected to be about 4.40 mills/kwh. The next leagt expenaive
energy will be from base-icad, cval-fired units at a fuel cost

of about 11.50 mills/kwh. With IPS-]l in service in 1580, total
CaSOR fuel costs are expected to be 145.1 million dollarr., Without
2PS~1, these total fual costs would be expected to rise to 155.3
million dollars. 2PS-1 is therefore expected to reduce fnel costs
for C4SOE by 10.2 million dollars in 1989.

3. Without 2PS-1 in service, Mo&luagthycssotmld
probably increase by about 94,000 barreis in 1980 over usage which
would be expected with IPS-1 in service. |

4, Inrstalled reserve requirements for CASDE are approximately
5% higher taan the other two companies. The gemeration reserve

5



eriterion for CsSOE is based on the Daily Capacity ¥argins tech-
nique recommended by the ECAR Generation Reserve Panel of which
:&S‘OS- ie g embar. “ITw tis procwiure, a yeariy level of -:elf.ab.ﬂltr
ilmbyndyzinmxymcmmuhﬁto
account daily peak loads and related available gemerating capabil-
ities. The reliability level used by CiSOE in forecasting reserve
requiresents -is-based-on the most reren' seven year system perform-
ance which portrayed a system accer.able reliability level. For
this repart, reguired inst>’.ed reserve levels are expressed as &
percent of peak 10s? Gemand. |

5. WPithru.t IPS-1 for years 1980 apnd 1981, CsSOE's projectsd
jnstalled r.serve would detsriorate from a level of 34.53% in 1979
to 28.8% in 1980 and to 18.8% in 1981. No new units arxe plasned
by C3S02 during this time frame.

6. The above projected reserve levels are based upos the
most recent CESCE load forecast, which ipdicates apticipated sunmer
and winter peaks for 1980 and 1981 as listed delow:

Summer Winter
Peak Demand (W) Peak Demand (MW)
1930 2221 2026

1981 2218 2008
The above forecast includes the assumption that the City of Columbus
would have their pmpooad generating statiop is operation for the
vinter seascn of 1981, 1If this project would not meet this
schedule, then the forecasted CLSOE winter peak demand in 1981

would increase to 2126 MW, - 1



7. The basic methodology used for the CESOE load forecast
is econometric modeling. Bconomic and demcgraghic data was utilized
in multiple regressicn equations to forecast ssergy consuaptica for
the three major Customer sectors and to forscast summer and winters
peak demands. An analysis of load factor is also incorporated
into the projection of peak demands.

4

SRORE to before ne this day of » 1579




QUALIPICATIONS

W. ROBERT KELLEX
VICE PRESIDENT -~ ELECTRIC OPERXTIONS
COLUMBUS AND SOUTHERR QHI0 ELECTRIC COMPANY

Hy name is W. Robert Eelley. My business address is 215
Rorth Pront Street, Columbus, Ghio 43225. I am Vice President -
Electric Operations for the Columhus and Southern Ohic Electric
Company. In that position, I a= responsible for generation design,
operation, and maintenance; system operations; and substation
operation and maintenance.

I attended the College of Engineering at Chio Stats University
“ in Columbus, Ohic, and received s B.S.E.E. Degree in 1562. 1In
addition, I attended the Pubiic Utilities Exacutive Training lourse
at tbe University of Michisan Graduate Business School in 1378.

In 1962, I was hired as a Substation Engineer by Columbus and
Southern Ohio Electric Company. I was promoted to Assistant Supervisor
of Test Procedures in 196&; and in 1968, became Supervisor of Test
Procedures. 1 was promoted to Director of System Operations Analytical
Area in 1973; and im 1974 was promoted to Manager of System Operations.

1 was elected Vice President of Rlectric Operations in 1978.

I am 2 memder of the Institute of Electrical and Rlectromic
Ergineers; the East Coast Area Reliability, Cooxdinstion and Review
Committee; the Ohio Valley Blectric Corporation, Operating Committee;
The Ohio State University, Mechanical Engineering Advisory Coamittee:
the Blectric Power Research Institute, Advisory Committee of Fossil

Fuel and Advanced Systems Division; and the Bdison Electric Institute,
39J
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. mumw.&mddywwdmw‘ﬂunm
huwdmxummnomdmmd.umh
is responsibis for the placming of {otves geaeration facilitiss, s well a5 the
forecsst of fucure pesk damesd and €Rergy requirements. A statswant of my
professional qealifications 15 attached and incerpovates by reference bere m.
M(mdthh*isw“mmtruﬂlmmAmvﬂﬁ
mmﬂuudtnnluhymchunnnulubu_r
sed viater pesk demand. Tha forscasl, vrmminhumnw--kboudw.‘
lomg rus ecovomic axpectatidas.

2. The following sre tbe projected demsads through 1985:

Sueux Lot 212
S m
1960 2192 1980-81 2438
1981 2268 1983-83 2553
1982 2349 1982-83 2649
1383 2422 1963-38 2783
1984 249 1984-85 2895
1985 2566 1985-86 006

3. Based ob these projeciions, if the i.mmer Statioam is not available for
service in the summer of xm,mn-ymmuuacmkuunm
TeseYve marTgin. ¥itbowt the Zismer Statioo ia service by tbe following winter
(1980-1981), an 13Z rmserve margin would result. These reserve wsrginos do not
provide scceptadle lewels of reliabilfry.

& I:Mtumumm--mum-mzmcww:n.r
will B3e on lise s¢ scheduled in Jénuary of 198i. With any slippage of thi: wmic

the reserve sargins will Le {uriher reducs’



5. 1f the Zimmer Statisn vers delayed ome year, addirizosl {cel costs of

$30 nillion vould b incurred.

§. Therefore, the timely coapietica of Iimmex Statics is in the best

interest of The Deytom Power aad Light Ccapany and its customesrs.

SHORN to before me this _ day of , 1979,

Sotaxy Pobiic

B



QUALLY] CATIONS

TEE DATTON POWIR AXD LIGHT COMPANY

My name is Allem M. Bill. My tusiness eddress is Courthouse Plsza
S.W., P. 0. Box 1247, Dayton, Ohio 45401. [ am the Mamager of Plamning
and, as soch, am responsible for the plamming of futuze gemersiiom,
transmission, and distridutiom facilitiss, 33 well as the forecasts of
future pesk demand asnd eneryy rI=quirements.

T received a Bachelor of Sclence Degree 13 Klacirical Iaginecering
and # Yaster of Business Adainistration ia 1967 md 19727 respectively,
from the Mniversity of Daytsa. Since thst time 1 hzve been coalinucesly
employed by The Deytom Fower and Light Compacy in various positicms
includings Elactrical fogidess, System Planning Ingineer, Valilticm
Enginesr, Coordineror of Rate Drsiga, Swpervisor of Gas Services, aod
soet recestly, Masager of Plamning.

POOR OP!GINAL



STATE OF OHIO )

COUNTY OF HAMILTON )

AFFIﬁAVIT QF KRISHAN K. CHITKARA

KRISHAN K. CHITKARA being first duly sworn according to
law comes forward and states:

1. My name is Krishan K. Chitkara. I am employed by
The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company as Manager, Nuclear
Fuel and Advanced Engineering Projects. My responsibilities
in that position include nuclear fuel procurement for the
Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station. I have been involved
in matters related to the availability and supply of uranium
for The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company. A statement of my
professional qualifications is attached and incorporated by
reference herein.

2. Project's Conteition 12 reads:

The Project alleges that the Applicants

cannot guarantee an adequate supply of

nuclear fuel for the plant in question.

The Board construes this allecation to be

that Applicants will not have an adequate

fuel supply to operate the plant which is

sought to be authorized for operation.
I have the following response to the above contention of the
Project:

3. The Applicants have a contract with Anaconda Company
for the supply of U308 for the initial core and the first six
reloads. Following reload 6 and for the remainder of the life
of the Zimmer Statior, it is expected that U30g will be obtained

257

on the open market. 7127



4. The adequacy of the uranium supply for the Zimmer
Station depends upon the total uranium rescurces and the U30g
requirements of the nuclear plants operating, under construction
and on order in the United States. As discussed below, con-
sidering the available resources and requirements, there is
reasonable assurance that sufficient uranium will be available
to fuel the Zimmer Station over its operating lifetime.

5. The matter of uranium supply and requirements has been
already considered in a number of previous NRC proceedings, most

1
notably the River Bend and Wolf Creek decisions."'/ Inasmuch

as the issue is a generic one, for my analysis regarding
sufficiency of the supply of uranium I have used the methodology
utilized ir those proceedings, updating the information, as
necessary. Even though the uranium availability matter was
reviewed and accepted by two different licensing boards and the
NRC's Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board, I have not
accepted the methodology or assumptions uncritically. I have
reviewed, as appropriate, the underlying testimony and can state
that, in my opinion, the methodology and assumptions utilized
lead to conservative statements of the requirements an< availa-
bility of uranium.

6. In the Wolf Creek and River Bend proceedings; total

uranium resources in the U.S. were evaluated in relationship
to the lifetime requirements of the 236 reactors operating,
under construction, or on order as of March 31, 1975. This

> - p—
/ i

1 / Kansas Gas and Electric Company (Wolf Creek Generating
Station, Unitl), ALAB-462, g NRC 320, 326 (1978) and
LBP-77-3, 5 NRC 301 (1977). Gulf States Utilities Co.

(River Bend Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-317, 3 NRC 175
(1976) and ALAB-444, 6 NRC 760 (1977) and LBP-75-30, 2 NRC

A%108 1908 e TEHET MmO g = sevwsn A A R .
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population of 236 reactors having a total electrical capacity
of 234,900 megawatts, included the Zimmer Station Unit 1_.2_/

7. Assuming no recycle, and 0.3% tails assay, and
accounting for process losses in conversicn (0.5%) and burnup
uncertainty (5%) in the fuel utilization, the total lifetime
U308 requirements for 236 reactors were calculated to be
1,577,000 tons.‘l'/ At that time it was shown that 1,980,000
tons would be available from reserves and probable resources.—id/
Making a downward adjustment of 10% of mill losses, 1,782,000
tons of U308 would be available.-é-/ It is clear that 1,577,000
tons required for 236 reactors was within the total of 1,782,000
tons available within the U.S. as predicted by the Department
of Energy at that time.

8. The data presented above regarding U30g requirements
has been updated as a result of a decrease in the reactor popu-
lation since 1975. More current estimates show that the lifetime

requirements for 199,100 megawatts of electric capacity as of

August, 1978, amount to 1,075,000 tons for the no recycle and

-2 /wolf Creek, ALAB-452, 7 NRC at 323 and River Bend, ALAB-317,
TNRC 195 (1976) .

—2-/Table 23a of the NRC Staff Testimony on Uranium Fuel Effi-
ciency Present by P. M. Wood and addenda thereto. Following
Tr. 2041 in the River Bend proceeding (hereinafter "Wood at -
") as approved by the Appeal Board in ALAB-444, 6 NRC at
788-90.

§/

wood at 23 and River Bend, ALAB-317, 3 NRC 175, 181 (1975).
See also River Bend, LBP-75-50, 2 NRC 419, 453 (1975).

5

-——/w°od at 23 and Wolf Creek, ALAB-467, 7 NRC at 325-6. The
enrichment tails assay was assumed to be 0.3% in calculating
the required amount of U308.




-g -

a 0.2% tails assay?é/ I have concluded that this tails assay

is a reasonable value for the foreseeable future. Correcting

for process losses in conversion (0.5%) and burnup uncertainty

(58) in the fuel utilization in the same asanner as done previously,
the requirements would be 1,134,000 tons. Even if a tails assay
of 0.3% were used, I have calculated that the requirements would
be increased only by 20% to 1,361,000 tons.

9. I have also taken into account more recent information
related to uranium supplies in the United States. The Department
of Energy's estimates of U30g resources (with forward costs of
$30 per pound) within the United States as of January, 1978,
amount to 1,755,000 tons, considering only the reserves and
probable resource categories?Z/Making a downward adjustment of
108 to account for mill losses, as was previously done in

8
River Bend,--/ the amount of U308 available would be 1,580,000

tons. It should be observed that the requirements of 1,134,000
(and even 1,361,000 tons required if the conservative assumption
of 0.3% tails is utilized) for the updated reactor population is
well within the total of 1,580,000 tons available within the

United States. As the Zimmer Station Unit 1 is included in this
updated reactor populatica, I can conclude that a sufficient

quantity of uranium will be available to operate the plant over

its lifetime.

_6/ "March 1979 - A Reassessment of U.S. Breeder Reactor Policy,"
Atomic Industrial Forum at 8 (copy attached).

_7/ Id. at 9. > - J
8/ Wood at 23. ; ’
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10. Thus, Contention 12 has no merit.

[ﬁ . z }( :ﬁ\'am——-""/‘\—'b

SWORN wM 20_ day of , 1979.
ry P;EE%

My Commission expires "

DANIEL W. EEMP, Attorney at Law
Notary Public, State of Obio

wconnimn has no expiration dats -

 _Section 147. 1R G T



QUALIFICATIONS
KRISHAN K. CHITKARA
MANAGER - NUCLEAR FUEL & ADVANCED ENGINEERING PROJECTS
THE CINCINNATI GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

My name is Krishan K. Chitkara. My business address
is 4th & Main Streets, Cincinnati, Ohio.

I graduated from Punjab University, India in 1963
with a Bachelor of Science (Honors) in Physics. I received
my M.Sc. (Honors) in Physics from Punjab University in 1964.

I served as Lecturer in the Department of Physics, Kurukshetra
University, India for two years before coming to the U.S.A. to
pursue graduate studies. I received my Ph.D. in Nuclear
Engineering from the University of Cincinnati in 1972.

I joined Southern California Edison in August, 1972,
as Associate Engineer in the Fuel Supply Department. In this
position, I gained experience in the areas of nuclear fuel
contracts and economics. In March, 1973, I was appointed Group
Leader of the Core & Fuel Analysis group, where I was responsible
for core operational analysis and fuel management of San Onofre
Unit 1. In addition, tha group performed nuclear analyses for
San Onofre Units 2 & 3.

In March, 1974, I jeined General Electric Company as
a Senior Engineer in the Nuclear Energy Division. I was
primarily involved in the nuclear design of BWR-6 and retrofit
of varicus advanced concepts to earlier product lines.

In February, 1976, I joined The Cincinnati Gas &
Electric Company as Head of the Nuclear Fuel Group. In this
position, I was responsible for nuclear fuel procurement,
contract administration, and economics. In addition, I was
involved in the development of nuclear analytical capability
in the areas of core management, fuel performance, and safety
analysis. I directed a project dealing with long-run incremental
costs of electric supply and was involved in the generation
planning studies performed within the Company.

In September, 1978, I was appointed Manager, Nuclear
Fuel & Advanced Engineering Projects. 1In this position, I am
responsible for managing activities in the areas of nuclear fuel,
nuclear systems technology, generation planning, and coordination
with the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI).

I am a member of the American Nuclear Society. 1In
addition, I am a member of the Edison Electric Institute's Nuclear
Fuels Committee and EPRI's Safety & Analysis Task Force.
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TABLE 2
URANIUM REQUIREMENTS TO MEET CURRENT COMMITMENTS (8/78)

Capacity U!& Requirements, tons®
Recycle U & Pu Recycle U No Recydle
Operating 61,400 MWe 176,300 223,200 277,300
Under Construction 104,000 MWe 364,800 462,100 661,600
On Order 43,700 MWs 148,200 190,100 236,100
Total 199,100 MWe 679,400 866,400 1,076,000

'l'ndon:n-nuomnth.lmudmmdw factor (18 fpy), 0.2% talis.



Additionally, while I have indicated that the analytical techniques

which are used to produce nuclear fuel designs are highly sophisticated
and supported by a large body of experimental data, uncertainties in
burnup of 5% and in spent fuel compositians of 1-3% could be empected.

As I indicated in my testimony, these uncertainties could increase
uranium requi ts for the case with uranium recycle by 4%, 3% due tc
burnup uncertainty and 1% due to spent fuel composition uncertainty.
Thus, for conservation due to these qpcertafnt1es. uranfum requirements
should be adjusted further upward by 4% resulting in uranfum requirements
for the uranifum recycle case of 1,328,000 short tons U3°8'

For the case of no uranium recycle, the adjustments to requirements are
somewhat different. Beginning with the basic ERDA forecas;‘n ers of
1,240,000 short tons U3°8’ this 1s adjusted upward by -33%, a conservative
estimate based on my testimony of the impact of not recycling uranium.
|, 4 94, 200

Thus, +v&45y280 short tons would be required. But further adjustments
need to be made. A 0.5% increase adjusts for the omitted conversion
step in the ERDA forecast. And a 5% increase is needed for design
burnup uncertainty. Note that for the non-recycle case, neither the
fuel composition uncertainty nor the U-236 effect is of significance as
it 1s assumed that spent fuel is discarded. Combining these effects,

L5 77500 %
uranium requirements for the non recycle case come to I=Z3973CC. short tons

U308' ,
TR, 2090

$CHANGES PEE RIVERE BEND
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To place these numbers in proper perspective. they should be compared to
the quantities of uranium available. Mr. Patterson has testified to a
yranium availabilityof 1,980,000 tons of U3°8 that can be mined. These
resources must be adjusted to affect losses in material at the mill site
where the ore is refined to yellowcake. Mr. Wilde, in his testimony,

has indicated that mi1l losses may conservatively be taken at 10%.

Hence uranium available consults of 1,782,000 short tons of U3°8’
Therefore, after conservative adjustments have been made at each step of
the fuel cycle, as regards both uranium requirements and uranium require-
ments for both the recycle and non-recycle case are below uranium
resources available, indicating an adequate fuel supply for the lifetime
of the River Bend Units. These results are most clearly summarized in
Table 23 below. It should be emphasized that these requirements estimates
for both the recycle and non-recycle of uranium represent the combination

of many conservatisms considered together.

-
C
e
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Table 23a

Uranium Requirements

9
ERDA Forecast (Short tons Uafla)

20.5% Adjustment. for non-recycle

Conversiom Adjustment
(T/Z percent)

U-236 Adjustment
(Z.& percent)

Burnup Uncertain
éSt non-recycle
3% recycle)

Fuel Composition Uncertainty
(1%)

TotaT Requirements
(Shart tons ”1"3"

. Tatal Uraniumr AvaiTabTe

after Mi17 Losses
(Short tons U:LU&)

Excess Uranium AvaiTable
(Short tons "3°a)

Recycle
1,240,000

(None)

1,246,000 .

1,276,000

1,315,000

- T,328,000

T,328,000

1,782,000

454,000

Non-Recycle

1,494,20
1,507,700
(None)

T,577.000

(None)
1,577,0CC

I !myooo

205,000



<4ATE OF OHIO )
) §8s.
COUNTY OF HAMILTON )

AFFIDAVIT OF WILLIAM H. ZIMMER, JR.

WILLIAM H. ZIMMER, JR., being first duly sworn
according to law comes forward and states:

1. My name is William H. Zimmer, Jr. I am employed by
The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company as Vice President and
Treasurer. In that position, I am responsible for the
formulation of CG&E's financing program (including the sale of
securities), casa management and control and various financial
studies. A statement of my professional qualifications is
attached and incorporated by reference herein.

2. The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company and subsidiary
companies have budgeted $1,077.8 million for construction
expenditures in the period 1979-1983. Included in this budget
is $32.9 million, representing CG&E's share of the expenditures
necessary to complete Zimmer Station. Thus, only 3.1% of CGSE's
five-yéar construction budget is for the coﬁpletion of Zimmer
Station.

3. CG&E obtains the funds necessary to construct new
facilities from internal sources and from the public sale of
securities. Over the last five years, CG&FE obtained 39% of its
requirements for its construction program from internal sources.

.“(4
vyl
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4. Rates increases will be sought as required and
justifiable. Section 4909.15 of the Ohio Revised Ccde provides,
in part, that The Public Utilities Commission, when fixing rates,
shall determine:

(1) The valuation of property used and useful in
rendering the public utility service, plus an allowance
for working capital and at its discretion, permit
an allowance for construction work in progress,

(2) a fair and reasonable rate of return to the
utility,

(3) the dollar annual return to which the utility
is entitled by applying the fair and reasonable rate of
return determined in 2 above to cthe valuation determined
in 1 above, and

(4) the cost to the utility of rendering the public
utility service for the test poricd. |
5. CGsE's construction prograa cannot be totally financed

with internally generated funds. CG&E expects to obtain the
remainder of its construction cash requirements from the sale
of securities. On March 21, 1979, CG&E sold $100 millicn of
First Mortgage Bonds, and the proceeds will be used to partially
finance its construction program. Moecdy's rated these Bonds Aa.

6. Additional securities (bonds, preferred stock and
common stock) will be sold when necessary in order to obtain
the funds required and in a proportion to maintain CG&E's strong,

capital structure.



- 3 -

7. It is my professional opinion, considering all the
above factors, that CG&E will be able to finaiice its portion
of the construction costs for the Zimmer Station. |

8. Extensive updated financial information related to
operation and decommissioning was submitted to the NRC on
January 9, 1979, with copies to the Licensing Bosrd and parties.
As that submittal applies to CG&E, I incorporate it by reference
herein.

9. I have reviewed the costs of operation of the Wm. H.
Zimmer Nuclear Power Station Unit 1 over the first five years as
presented in response to Question l.a of the January 92, 1979
submission, and the costs of decommissioning discussed in response
to Questions 2 and 3 in that submission. Based upon my knowledge
of the capital structure and financial condition of the Company
and recent decisions of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio,
there is reascnable assurance that the Company will be able to
pay its share of costs associated with cperation of the unit and

decommissinning costs.

SWORN to before me this day of » 1979.

Notary Public

My Commission expires . )3 uLJJ




QUALIFICATIONS

WILLIAM H, ZIMMER, JR.
VICE PR"SID::.‘\I'I‘ AND TRJ:.ASURE”

My name is William B, Zimmer, Jr. My business address is
139 E. Fourth Street, Cincinnati, Ohio 45202, I am Vice President and
Treasurer for The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company. In that position,
I am responsible for the formulation of CG&E's financing program (including
the sale of securities), cash management and control and various financial

studies.

In 1952, I received a Bachelor of Science Degree from the Ohio

State University, School of Commerze, Accounting Sequence,

For a short period of time [ worked for the General Electric
Company in their Accounting Department after which I was hired by The
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company as a Staff Assistant, After holding
various positions in the Accounting and Treasurer's Departments, I was
elected Assistant Treasurer of CG&E and its subsidiary companies in
1959, Treasurer in 1963, Secretary and Treasurer in 1975, and Vice

President and Treasurer in 1978,

I am a member of the Executive Committee of the Edison Electric
Institute Finance Committee and a member of the Cincinnati Society of

Security Analysts,



STATE OF OHIO )

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN )

AFFIDAVIT OF JOHN M. EMERY

JOHN M. EMERY, being first duly sworn according to
law comes forward and states: '

l. My name is John M. Emery. I am employed by
Columbus and Southern Ohio Electric Company as Vice President
and Treasurer. In that position, I am responsible for C&SOE's
financial planning, sale of securities, cash management and
control, contacts with investors and various financial studies
and analyses.

2. Columbus and Southern Ohio Electric Company has
budgeted cash expenditures of $501 million for construction of
electric facilities in the period 1979 - 1983. 1Included in this
budget is $11.3 million, representing C&SOE's share of the expen-
ditures necessary to complete Zimmer Station. Thus, only 2.3%
of C&SOE's five-year construction budget is for the completion
of Zimmer Station.

3. C&SOE obtains the funds necessary to construct new
facilities from internal sources and from the public sale of
securities. Over the last five years, C&SOE obtained 17% of
its requirements for its construction program from internal
sources.

4. C&SOE applied for a permanent rate increase on

March 1, 1979 which, if granted, will provide 3126 million of

20 N9 N
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additional revenues annually. Additional rate increases will
be sought as required and justifiable. Section 4909.15 of the
Ohio Revised Code provides, in part, that The Public Utilities
Commission, when fixing rates, shall determine:

(1) The valuation of property used and useful in
rendering the puhlic utility service, plus an allowance
for working capital and at its discretion, permit an
allowance for construction work in'progress.

(2) a fair and reasonable rate of return to the
utility,

(3) the dollar annual return to which the utility
is entitled by applying the fair and reasonable rate of
return determined in 2 above to the valuation determined
in 1 above, and

(4) the cost to the utility of rendering the public
utility service for the test pericd.

5. C&SOE's construction program cannot be totally firanced
with internally generated funds. Funds not generated i.ternally
will be obtained from the sale of securities to provide the
remainder of the construction cash requirements. C&SOE expects
to sell common shares and first mortgage bonds in the latter half
of 1979, the proceeds of which will be used for the construction
program. C&SOE's bonds are rated A by Moody's.

6. Additional securities (bonds, preferred stock and
common stock) will be sold when necessary in order to obtain the
additional funds required and in a proportion to maintain C&SOE's
strong capital structure.
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7. It is my professional opinion, considering all the
above factors, that C&SOE will be able to finance its portion
of the construction costs for the Zimmer Station.

8. Extensive updated financial information related to
operation and decommissioning was submitted to the NRC on
January 9, 1979, with copies to the Licensing Board and parties.
As that submittal applies to C&SOE, I incorporate it by reference
herein.

9. I have reviewed the costs of operation cf the Wm. H.
Zimmer Nuclear Power Station Unit 1 over the first five years as
presented in resprnse to Question l.a of the January 9, 1979
submission, and the costs of decommissioning discussed in response
to Questions 2 and 3 in that submission. Based upon my knowledge
of the capital structure and financial condition of the Company
and recent decisions of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio,
there is reasonable assurance that the Company will be able to
pay its share of costs associated with operation of the unit and
decommissioning costs.

~

i ) \ ! ‘

\ thom P & i

/] /
v

SWORN to pefore me this fac'day of A , 1979.

/ '

/ )
7 Notary Pub;lc 2778 N19

Vol
My Commission expires 07— 97;- ffj .

SANDRA L WITTE
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF CHIOC

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES FEB. 22, 1984



QUALIFICATIONS

JOHEN M. EMERY
VICE PRESIDENT AND TREASURER
COLUMBUS AND SOUTHERN OHIO ELECTRIC COMPANY

My name is John M. Emery. My business address is 215 North
Front Street, Columbus, OChio 43215. I am Vice President and
Treasurer for Columbus and Southern Ohio Electric Company. In
that position, I am responsible for C&SOE's financial planning,
sale of securities, cash management and contrcl, contacts with
investors and various financial studies and analyses.

In 1942 I received a Ba ' 2lor of Business Administration
degree from Western Reserve University. I also attended Harvard
Graduate School of Business Administration in 1943.

From 1945 until 1952 I was employed by the auditing firm of
Arthur Andersen & Company. I was employed by C&SOE in 1952 and
performed various functions in the Accounting and Treasury
Organization until 1963 when I was elected Assistant Treasurer.

I became Assistant Vice President in 1968, Treasurer and
Assistant Secretary in 1973, Treasurer and Secretary in 1976,
and Vice President and Treasurer in later 1976.

I am a member of the American Institute of Certified Public
Accountants, the Edison Electric Institute Financial Committee,

and Financial Analysts Federation.
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) The veliailcn of propuriy used and waefal in rendering the pudlic
utility service, including am «ilovance for working cspital and, at its
discretion, an allowence for comstrxtica werk ia progress,
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(3} the dollar aasmal reiurs tz vhich the wtilizy is- entitled by
applyisg the fair acd reascusble rate of vetowm deterzined in 2 above to
the valmation deteraived im 1 above, soud

(4) the cost t5 the utility of rendering the public utility sarvice
for the test periocs.

S. The Compuay’s copstsectiocn grogram csntot be totally finsoced with
internally gemmrated funds. The Comapmy expects 10 ocotain the reaainder of its
constrection cash requircaenis (OB extevnsl SOUTCES. includiag the sale of
securities vhen secssssry (x catain the funds reeutrsd.

6. It is wy profesajomal opiaisn, considering all the above factore, that
the Campeny Will be abis to {insmce it portioa of the comatructica costs for
the Iizmer Statico.
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condition of the Compuny and recual decisions of The Public Utilities Comadssico
of Ohdo, i Is reasomebla to asmcae tha: the Cumpay will be able to pay its

gthare of couls associsied vith operatics of the unit a=d desomu “siouiag costs.

SWORE. to before 3¢ this &y of . 1979,

Sotary Public
My Lommission expises




EALIFICATITS

PALL XK. ADIRSOS

TRILASCEER

-

THE DAYTOS POKER AXD LICHT CORMPANY

Ny same is Psul R. Andersoa. ¥y dusizess addsess is (ouribouse
Plaza S.R., 7. 0. Jox 1247, Dayton, Ohdo 45401. 1 an the Treasurer of
The Dayton Power and Light Conpeny’s {inasciag program (imciuding the
sale of securities), cash ssusgewsot sud conirol and various financial
studisse.

E received 3 dscdelor of Science degree in Accountsacy sad 3 MastsT
of Accoonting Schence degree iz 1963 and 1964, respectively, from the
Undversity of 11lipois. Irom 1944 votil 1978, except {or twe yemrs of
udlitary servica, ! was ssploysd by Artbur Anderses & Co., so fntsrnstional
publis sccommting fira, ie the public utility sedit diviaisa, vorkisg in
the arees of {inencial swdits, rate procesdings, {isancings, and special
astters. I joimed The Deytonm Power and Light Company as Trassgrer fa
Juna 1978,

I am & certified public sccoumtiant and 2 member of the American
Instizute of Cartified Pwblic Accoumtamts, the Ohio Sociery of Certified

Public Accountants sed the Tiasscia)l Izecutives Institots.



NRC PUBLIC DOCUMENI RUUM

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCIL.AR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The Cincinnati Gas & Electric
Company, et al.

(William H. Zimmer Nuclear
Power Station)

Docket No. 50-3

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of the following documents:

1. "Applicants' Supplemental Motion for Summary
Disposition”
2. "Applicants' Statement of Material Facts As to

which There is no Genuine Issue to be Heard"

i "Applicants' Supplemental Memcrandum in Support of
Their Motion for Summary Disposition Respecting
Certain Admitted Contentions"

all dated April 23, 1979, in the captioned matter, were served
upon the following by deposit in the United States mail this

23rd day of April, 1979:

Charles Bechhoefer, Esqg.

Chairman, Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. Frank F. Hooper, Member

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board

School of Natural Resources

University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109

Richara S. Salzman, Esq.
Chairman, Atomic Safety and
Licensing Appeal Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. Lawrence R. Quarles

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555
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