UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY Docket No. 50-133

License No. DPR-7
(Humboldt Bay Power Plant, Unit No. 3)

N N S

AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL R. SHERWOOD

MICHAEL R. SHERWOOD, being first duly s.<orn on oath,

states:

1, I am one of the attorneys of record represent-

ing Intervenors in this proceeding.

2. Intervenors are also parties to the presently
pending proceeding before the Public Utilities Commission of

the State of California captioned:

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric

Company for authority, among other things,

to increase its rates and charges for

electric service (Electric) Appiication No. 58545

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric

Company for authority, among other things,

to increase its rates and charges for

gas service (Gas) Application No. 58546
Investigation on the Commission's own i
motion into the electric resource plan

and alternatives of Pacific Gas and

Liectrl~ Company and the ratemaking

implications and options relating to
the various plans O.I.I. No. 26

Intervenors were represented in the said proceedings by
William S. Curtiss (Esqg.) of the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund.
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Mr. Curtiss has since transferred from the San Francisco to
the Denver office of Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund.

3. The attached 22 pages are true and correct
copies .: pages excerpted from the record of the said cali-
fornia PUC proceedings. Specifically, the attached items are:

a) Pages 3286-3287 and 3294-3297 of the Renorter's
Transcript of Hearing (found in Volume 35), before PUC Admin-
istrative Law Judge Marcel J. Gagnon, a porticon of the record
of the testimony on creoss-examination of Roy Davis, called as
a witness by PG&E on June 7, 1979. The examination was con-
ducted by James S. Rood, attorney for the California Public
Utilities Commission. William H. Edwards, Esq. represented
PG&E; William S. Curtiss, Béq. represented Intervenors,

b) Pages 3464-3465 and 3487-3489 of the same Re-
porter's Transcript of Hearing (found in Volume 36), a portion
of the record of the testimony on cross-examination of James
0. Schuyler, called as a witness by PG&E on June 12, 1979.
This examinatior was also conducted by James S. Rood, attorney
for the California Public Utilities Commission. William H.
Edwards represented PG&E.

c) Cover and pages 5-7 of the Prepared Rebuttal
Testimony of James 0. Schuyler, a part of PG&E's Exhibit No. 77,
admitted on June 7, 1979,

d) Cover and pages 1-3 of Humboldt Bay Unit No 3,
Testimony of Roy Davis, admitted on June 7, 1979 as PG&E's
Exhibit No. 79.

e) Cover and pages 13-14 of PG&E Electric Depart-

- -
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ment, Comparison Exhibit, dated June 1, 1979, admitted on

Juns 13, 1979 as PG&E's Exhibit No. 89.

Dated: October 16, 1979, San Francisco, California.

Aol Tarvivodd

MICHAEL R. SHERWOOD

Subscribed and sworn to before me

?‘.‘“::; . . QFFICinL STAL ;
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this _ /6¥{ day of october, 1979. o i o
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;QM’ Commiision . .‘.. ..*

Notary Public, City and

nty of San
Francisco, California
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ROOD: ALl righe,
Let me czve to another area.

Mr. Davis, would you refer tr page &4 of your testi-

At the tcp you state:
"If iz is dete.ained Unit 3 cannot
-~ retimed to operation, the
Commiss. n will determine how PG&GE
will be fully compensated for net
plant imvestment and the balance.in
the acczunt."

Now, are rou suggesting that the Commission should

issue an order sc that PG&E will recover all of irs costs

on the

Rumboidt nizlear facility, if the plan: shoulZ have

Yes, I believe that's the impor:t of my teszizonv.

why do you think these costs should de racovsral 5

Humboldt never re:zsens?

A

-]

here are unrecovered capital costs. It was a pro-

ductive plant. Wz used the best estima-es of depreciation

allowances. If :=sy were not adequate o cover the cost by

“

e

Ze it shu:s Zown there would be scme unrecovered

i costs which have served the customers over a period
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Conseguen:ly, it would seem eguizable to me thar
costs wcull have tc be covered by the ratepavers,

why do wvet: chink the Comrission should mzak

n
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MR. F::D: The recovery issues the witness just
brought ﬁ;. i : L
MR. ECWARDS: [he witness has testified that he believes
that tbe.C:::ission should order recovery if necessary
based onn the facts, the fact that it was used and useful.
%ew I don't see that there is any controversy sver
that. The plant did operate. So that is all he is testify-
ing to.
MR. RCZD:  The problem is the if necessary.
The staff feels that the Commission should not issue
an oider irn. this proceeding which will allow for future
recovery o this money if it appears that the plant never
will reorer without some investiration into the reasonable-
ness of this order.
Trzz is my question.

Q wor is this reascnable?

- .- . 1 3 - --—. "i -~ L - L . 3 b - - 3
A : would cercainly conicur chat theve wauld have zo be

]
"

a hearing zn how the proper rate-making trez:zent would be
znt tha: was insufficient -- that had unrecoverec
capital ccscs.

Q T <ould like to move to another areaz, Mr. Davis,

your tes:zizon: regarding Mendocino in Exhibi: 77.

=3
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the supervision &f Mr, Schyulér? ]
-

2 Mr. Schyuler is full& aware of what is happening, as
I unZerstand it, with hearings before the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

Q All richt, sir, with respect to Exhibit 79 and your
testizony at Pace 1, Lihéé 18 through 29, ané I will guote
from those -- . 3

A What paue, si;? '

o Pace 1, cuote:

"PG&T believes that the reverue
requirements for t. 2 unit baseZ on
capital in service as of 12/31°78,
should be borne by current ras:z- :
payers." P@@R @RH@“N&l
In plain language, Mr. Davis, whz: does +*ha* mesn?
A This means that we are seexing tc have the Humholés :
|
Plarnt included as part of the rate base on which we are
entitlsed to earn at the capital cost accounts 25 of 12/31/78,
alenc with any maintenance and operatinc custs that are
incur-sd on site, property taxes and incone +tax rax:fica;ions,
Or inIome tax expenses asscciated with =has+ plant.

Q Do you know, Mr. Davis, what the canitz) in-ser—ice .
amournt is as of 12/31/78? &

A The depreciated cost is approximacely $16 millizn, ‘

. Can you tell me, sir, what porsicn of that S$16

millicn represents investments i:
made :zince the plant was shu:z 4owrn
p-1 S0t specifically, buz i: is
- may be three to five-=il
Fare.

|
plant that PGSE has }
e ’
5763 !
|

al. appreciable ancuint.
Jos i
o g i
-ssld¥S, 25 a ka.: i
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There tave been additional expenditures since the

begir;iing of -- there have been.expenditures, but they are
Aot included in this figure. ’
They are being cerried as-construction work in
.ptoéress, an? are not part of what we are recommending to
be included in this case.

Q Do yvou know what the expenses are +hat are so being
. ‘
carried as construction work in progress? Sk -
A On the orcer of twenty-plus-million dollars.
‘Q Twenty-plus million?
A Twenty-two million may be a good round number.
That is what was anticipated to be in 1380, andé we
aren't making appreciable expenditures toca
Q Let's cet back tz the 16 millien for a moment.

I¢ vour applicazion is approvec as rejuested, what

.

annually will be the revsnue to PGLE if the rate of return

as reguested is appreveld, and ~his 16 millien is inclucec
in rate base, in rouné Iicures?
THE WITMNESS: May I have the guestion ag2in?
ALS GAGNON: Rezé =-2 question, please, Miss Reporier.
(Record read)
THE WITNESS: Wwe 2-= seeking a 10.7-percent return on
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Your testimcny a moment ago t-at with the :mcunts that
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plus the arzunts of the 16 million that have been spent

which are unier consideration for inclusion in the rdce
pase, that FG&E has spent somewhere between twenty-five
and twe;fjleight million dollars on the Humboldt Plant since

§t was shuz down in 19762

A No.
MR. EDWAF2S: Objection. There is an assumption in the

question th:t is incorrect. .
Well, maybe I will just let the witness -- 1 will
let the witness --
THE WITHISS: 16 million was net invesiment of the
piant, net investment being what it cost us criginclly to
bﬁild the z.ant, additions up until December :lst, '7E,
less the dezreciation that had accrued for this plant.

/
‘
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The $22 million is the amount that we
have spent basically since i was shut down.
MR. CURTISS: Q All right.
So $22 mili{on approximately is the total expendi-
tures that PG&E has made since .he plant was shut down on

Unitc 3?

.

A Yes.

Q Now, was it a: your suggestion, Mr. Davis, tha-
PG&E has asked: thas thls $16 million be included in ra-e
base?

What I anm a;king is.wﬁe:her as part of your job
duties &3 a PG&E emplzvee do you recormend that this be
includec in rate base’

. & I so recomrmenied, but other

2]
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ALJ GAGNON: Mavte we shouléd have

Sec aealTa.

As I unders:za=z it

o
it not?
THE WITNESS: It is in the rate base cn 2 vrecorded
basis. It was in the rate base for our '78 test vear.
We propose o :zontinue it in 1980.
ALJ GAGNON: Mr, Curciss, it is now in che ra-e tase,
The issue arises becau:ze the staf?f is saying tha:t it should
POOR DRIGIAL
. CCRT : imZerstand. : Thank vou, vour Honor.
dazion be changed, Mr. Davis, :f
&7 the piant would nev Teccen”?
have to reevaluace if I wers
PVer D€ opeéeraciie anc deve. s
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| those studies w2ruld bring up to 3 successsul conpletion.
-
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- 2 0 - .
Q When 2£: You aniigipate 2z %

P

s point that all of °

these studies will ©Te conplecea!
A . This i: a moving target heca:se as Jou gather more’
data you finc sddicicnz stucies need zo be mace.

-

In oy ::inion, =ae seuiies cannot be sorpleted unti

v =a%s it =he zarge: Is Toving away ~azher Ihan
-owards voul

A It's =:ving in Dot directicns. Some daz2 con

daca that yc.o have alreadyv taken. Other data savs that,
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Tes. ’
Me, Schuvler --
would vou give me the reference., I got lost.
Q Lines 8 and 9 on paze 5. ’ ’
You state: -
"1 believe the 2arliest date we
could hope =5 achiewve operation would
Ye Decerher 31, 1632."
€hculé cthaz alsc be cha:geé?

A I think that is szill a correc: scatement. wWe coul

heope =3 do tha:.

28
A T A - .
A g { g
; B dit T - i< v S Rigs B2 abalatel aas A
i, <0 QY CUistldnN L3, 1a Ou SON ¢ SIieil Cae JAAVedae

hearinzs and still get the plant in operz:ion by December

1, 16307
A Well, I said iz's zhe earliest da:ze.
Q wnas would Ye the lazes: daze?
A The lateést cdacta is going =0 =~ camnot de deterzined

- - s = mman A o mpye P! VA &R
-- - ===a. ’ - wemae ZJ e sis =D e - -
.y New, Sailowing the complesicn of the investizations
- 2 -l D . e B - L ovm . L - .
AL Stk heariszs the NRC would zhen 2ive 7oL & permis, i3
- - - - - - a -
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A Yes.

Q Dc you have any idea, Mr. Schuylor, of the cost =-- =
total cost of modifying the Humboldt plant to meet the
.25G ope.ating-basis earthquake and the .5G safe shutdown
earthquake?

A We have spent approximately $26.6 million in
modifications anc in the geologic and seismological studies
un to the April, 1977 report.

Q Do vou have any estimate as to what additional
amounts have been spent since April, 197772

A Well, excuse me, these =-- the figure I just gave you

of 26.6 million was the amount that we have spent to date,

rmy

a3 of March; tne last figures I have as of March, the end

<
rid

of March, 1979, and most of that was spent prior to A

'O

’

1977.
» We have scent approximately $2,700,900 in The most
recent geologic and seismological studies.
Q Can you give me a total component of that 26.6
million that represents the cost of the studies to date?
S I don't have that brcken down.
I can give you a ball-park estimate.
I would say in the neighborhood of $5 millien.
Q Sc, we do have scmething en the order of twenty-one
to twontv-two million that was spent for other things
besid:s -hese studies.

Can vcu =2ll me what general categories oI exgenses

make up tha% Twenty-cne 4o stwenty-two million?

A : 4

W

S. 12 modifvying the plant to withstand a ,2I3G

operatingi=cas.s 2arihguake, we had to do0 a aumber =% \320 UZB

.8
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l [" serictural mod.‘ications.

We had =2 reinforce the roof of the refuelin

building.

1
)

“ N

¢o reinforce the walls.

e
E2
o
b=
w
(2™

- : We had 42 taka and replace some of the el ricsl

7 Most of it we either triecd*to analyze, or we 2id a

g shakar-table tze=inc on the 2guisment to prove iss sals=mic

: cagabilicy. |
' . !
13 Ané wherz we coulén't 2o %hat, why, then, we raplaced

e
L

it with new eguirment that was cualifie¢ for the seismic

e St A - . I o ———

e levels.

13 There w2s a large excenditure on reznali zins the |
3 pizing systems :nd providing new pipe, new pize surzor:s '
s

ey
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néd in 22d2ition, there has been the encinesring ccsts

y-
(8]

2 How much nore monev needs O be spent on the

gtricsural meédifications in or:

b
17

r =0 complate the repair

e
o

¢f the plant <¢c meet the .25G orerating-basis ear<hguake

L8 -
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=
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i
0
.
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v
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-
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21 and the .5G sals shutdown earthcguake? i
: !
p - LIS z = % - - - ’ . g
22 | A s 3on's seem %o have that nunter with me.
'
- l T et 3 e i y - ' v Y - $1 114 : -
23 | -~ WCu.J sstimate it is prcbably le2ss than a =million i .
: |
- - '
2 ! 20l.arcs r
]
\ - Te2 3 o - Cmbyyes? = E
g ! . De S8 T2 Anew, M, Schuv.er; how mueh kas to bhe
s S$PENT T Chg.l2te the gstudies?
‘
! . - “ses S a . -
2% A A Z27iZed the studies inze ically =wo rhases.
e -RE Tir3t prase, which is gresantly ssing zn, the
!
-~ '3030- 3'_-: i . sV Y —2a e e me g tre T T T
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the end of tha-, we'll have :o make another
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*hat

. shcw, ard at point, may
future studies.

hich as $7 million, Phase

vour answer, did you

o ————— - ————— ——

2 million estinated cost of the

sseam, 2.7 milliien had already baesen spent?
We have 2lready spent 2.7 million.

for an overall nf

u
.

o
8
[
[
-
s
0
e |

abous
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we are locking at a cotential

0O
o
n
1!
or

aArouch the

o
0
0

omething

recs.,

S8 roung Sigures, Ww ire talzing atrut A

sost ¢of the modificaciang, assusins =he sg=3niaris
scussed are emploved, c¢f something zn the order |
3 miilion at the urper 1limit? |
ing 12 plus 286 or scmething -~ is thast -- :

%S your knewledge, M®, Schuvler, -as PGSE
*22ies £ wrezkar or not thisg irves:ment &% up =o
“ A respalring this placnt is justifiaé by the

> saTiing is bask inzo service?
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Continued -
age dating analyses, additional microseismic recording, and review
and re-interpretation of existing onshore and of fshore seismic

reflection records.

7 wWhen is the unit likely to return to service?

A 7 Our current estimate for completion of the geologic investigations is

oL

@isd-1980, After completion of the investigations and acceptance of
them by the NRC Staff, a public hearing will be required in order 10
obtain the required license amendment., I believe the earliest date
we could hope to achieve operation would be December 31, 1980.
what is the monthly cost of operation and maintenance of Humboldt Bay
Unit 3 when the plant is in service? What is the cost when the plant
is not in service?
PG4E's nuclear plant expenses, excluding fuel, for the years 1979 and
1980, as estimated for the current general rate case, Application
No. 58545, are $186,400 and $200,300 per month, respectively. These
expense estimates assumed full operation of the unit. These 1979
and 1980 estimates were based on actual data for 1973-1977, as 1978
data was not available when the rate case application was prepared .
PCAE's latest monthly estimates for 1979 aaxd 1980 are: (a) in service -
$222,500 for 1979 and $2138,700 for 1980; (b) not in service - $182,300
for 1979 and $195,500 for 1980. Fuel expenses are excluded from all
these figures.

The differential in costs between full operation and shut-down
operation 1s not very great, as the Nuclear ﬁeuulatory commission (NRC)

requires that the plant must be staffed 24 hours a day, %5 days a

1520 03
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

24

25

A 8 Continued -
year, with a 7-man operating staff per shift on site, and that the
full plant security system must be staffed and maintained. What
economies have been obtained are due to (1) lower maintenance costs;
(2) deletion of one shift position saving four employees; and (3)
where possible, delaying filling positions vacated by attrition,

Q 9 What has been the net cost to the system since the shutdown of Humun“
Bay Unit 3 in terms of increased cost of service?

A 9 The major effect on ney system costs because of the shutdown of the
Humboldt Bay Unit 3 electric generating plant has been the cost of
fuel to generate replacement power. Humboldt Bay Unit 3 generated
383 million Kwh in 1975, {ts last full year of operation, at a fue]
cost of §1,123,000, To d~termine the true replacement cost of that
power each yea~ since then would require resimulating operations durkq

that period at a great expense of time and money,

However, an approximation of the cost can be made if certain
simplifying assu.ptions are made: (1) assume that replacement powep
was generated in an oil-fuelr . steam ‘e sration plant, Therefore the
cost can be based on th. average cost of fuel oil for the year est;maun.
This is a reasonable assumption, as PGLE uses its most efficient low.
cost sources of power first, gradually bringing on higher cost SOurces,
Thus, the most likely source of replacement power would be oil-fueleq
generation: (2) assume that the cost of capacity repla ement is zero;
(3) assume  at 1975's output of 383 million Kwh is typical for the

estimated years,

Given the above assumptions, the net cost of re lacing Humboldg

1320 13




A 9 Continued -

Bay Unit 3 energy was approximately as follows: 1976 - $3,906,000;
1977 - $7,890,000; 1978 - $8,694,000. The 1976 figure is approximately
half of the 1977 or 1978 figures because Unit 3 penerated energy for
only the first six months of that year.

Q 10 Mr. Schuyler, does that complete your testimo \y?

A 10 Yes, it does.
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Application No. 58545
Application No 58546

Exhibit No. ?
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
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1

HUMBOLDT BAY UNIT NO. 3
TESTIMONY
OF
ROY DAVIS

Q 1 What is PGandE's position concerning rate base treatment and the

=

()

inclusion of operating expenses related to Humboldt Bay Unit No. 3
in Test Year 19807

At the time Application No 58545 was being prepared, Humboldt Bay
No. 3 was expected to be in operatior for the entire year 1980.
Therefore PGandE included the unit in the test year At this time
it is not expected to be in operation unti] after the test year as
testified to by Mr. J. 0. Schuyler. PGandE therefore agrees with
the staff that capital additions remain in Construction Work In
Progress (CWIP) and accrue an Allowance for Funds Used During Con-
struction (AFUDC). In PGandE's comparison exhibit Humboldt Bay

capital costs as of 12/31/78 and 1980 operating expense have been

inc luded.

Has the Staff included Humboldt Bay Unit No. 3 in Test Year 19807
No, with the exception of a allowance for on-site maintenance

and operation expenses.

Does PGandE disagree with the Staff's treatment?

Yes, PGandE believes that the revenue requirements for the unit
based on capital in service as of 12/31/78 should be borne by
current ratepayers. The plant has in the past operated to the
benefit of the ratepayer and is expected to continue to do so in

the future. It has merely been temporarily shut down.

1320
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i Q 4 What was the Staff's recommendation for this unit?

2 A The Staff Operations Division (Exhibit 24, page 11-3, paragraph 14)

3 recommended transferring this net capital cost into CWIP to accrue

4 AFUDC until such time as the plant begins operating again. However,

5 th: Staff Finance Division (testimony of Anderson, page 825; Dun,

A page 833-4) confirmed the statement by PGandE's witness (Mr. K. S. Tay'
7 page'795-803) that this recommendation violates the Uniform System

8 of Accounts.

9 Q 5 How could the CPUC accomplish the goal of the utility's division

10 recommendation?

# 11 A 5 As stated by Mr. K. S. Taylor, PGandE could be ordered to accrue
12 carrying costs and other costs for the unit for future rate

| 13 treatment,

4 14 Q 6 What would be the nature of such an order?

| 15 A 6 I have had drafted certain language that could be included in the

16 decision which would accomplish the intent of the Utility Division's
17 recommendation. It is as follows:

18 “The Commission Staff's recommendation to transfer Humboldt
19 Bay Power Plant, Unit No. 3 from plant-in-service to CWIP

20 will be rejected. It is not appropriate to return operative
21 plant to CWIP. However, the cost of Unit 3 for the adopted
22 .2st Year 1980 will be excluded fvom the rate base, and oper-
23 ating costs (except $ for minimum on site production
24 maintenance and operation expense) will be excluded from

25 expenses, as Unit 5 is not currently being operated. It is
26 not the intent of this Commission to deny the recovery of

| 1329 037




A 6 Continued -
return on ir xstment or expenses of this unit, but only
to du:ay recovery until the Unit 3's future is known. In
orc® 5 compensate che Company for the costs applicable to
this unit, the Company is hereby directed to establish on
the effective date hereof an appropri~te¢ account to record
all actual costs excluded from the costs adopted in this
proceeding. Any increase or decrease in inco.* taxes result-
ing from the non-operation or operation of this unit must
also be recorded in the account. This account will accumulate
costs for operations, maintenance, taxes and return on invest-
ment. The appropriate monthly rate applicable to the return
on investment and to average monthly balance in this account
is one-twelfth of the rate of return authorized by this
decision. No depreciation shall be accrued for Unit No. 3
until further order of this Commission.

After the unit is back in operation, the investment in
plant will be included in rate base and all costs of operation
for Unit 3 will be included in expenses to be adopted for the
next test year. The balance in said account will be amortized
over the remaining 1ife of the plant. PGandZ will oe ordered
to file within 60 days of the effective date pureof a full
description of the implementation of this procedure, includirg

all proposed account; ., entries and an estimate of the annual

amounts to be recorded.
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Line
No.

[E IR R

15
17
i8
19

¢l

22
23
i)
25
6
27
28
29

0
3

74

Account
Numtyer

TRt PRt
G 760
55 Jed
56 165
510 ¢
511 Ml
512 &2
513 &
13 &5
513 &6
514 W7
S17 Mo
519 M2
20 M
53 1§
524 176
28 450
29 &5l
530 482
%30 433
531 454
831 455
$11 456
832 &7
E LIS

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Electric Departasnt

Other Production, Transmission, and Distribution
“PUL Staft, PGandE's Exhibit No. 10 and PGandf's Hevised Estimate
Showing PGandl’s Acceptance of 5taff Amounts and Remaining lssues

Accourt Name

Electric Production £xpenses

Steam Power - Operattion:

3 Accounts - No Difference
Supervision b Engineericy

Electric Expenses

Misc. Steam Power Espenses

Total - Steam Power Operation

Steam Power - Maintemance:
T'ilccuNt = No Difference
Supervision & Ergineering
Structures

Boilers & Related Apparatus
Main Turbogen Apparatus
Main Turbogen, Auxiliaries
Accessory Electric Equip.
Misc. Steam Plant

Total - Steam Pwr. Maintenance
Total - Steam Pwr. M, 4 0.

Nuclear Power - Qperation:
upervision & Engtneering

Loolants & water

Steam Expenses

Electric Expenses

Misc. Nuclear Power Eaps.

Total - Nuclear Pwr. Operations
Nuc lear Power - Maintenance:
Supervision & Engineering
Structures
Reactor & Related Apparatus
Reactor Plant Auxi)iaeries
Main Turbogen. & Related Apparatus
Main Turdogen. Auxiliaries

Accessory Electric Equip.
Misc, Nuclear Plant

Total - Nuclear Pwr. Maintenance
Total - Nuclear Pwr,. M. § O,

Nzgrcullc Power - Operation:
counts - No Difference

Hydraulic Power - Maintenance:
counts - No Difference
Prime Movers & Generators

Total - dydro Power Maintenance
fotal - Hydro Power M, & 0,
0ther Power

peration Accts, - No Difference
3 Maintenance Accts. - No Difference

Total - Gther Power M, §. 0.
49 Accounts
Total Electric Production

(00U's Umitted)

CPUC Staff
Lxhibit PGandf PG....of
Nos. 04, Exhibit Exceeds
k1) Mg;/_ Mo, 10 _ _Starf
{ { L9 -
(<) 0+ i

315,838 $15,838 3 -
2,048 2,093 5
19,582 19,614 R
3,493 3,502 a
41,001 4],047 16
3,43) 3,431 -
2,872 2,586 14
920 927 7
4,837 4,868 1
5,196 5,299 63
4,348 4,360 74
704 12 8
1,244 1,249 5
23,282 23,412 130
64,233 54,459 175
152 59 (93)

49 59 10

22 S02 180

191 233 al

519 RAl (35)
1,233 1,339 106
97 141 LY

L+ 1 {48)

256 10 178

13 118 108

) 186 180

15 4l 26

2 4 2

55 9 3o

46 1,065 519
1,779 2,404 625
lol!, a.ll’ g
4,713 4.713 -
1,523 1,82) 300
6,236 6,536 300
14,422 14,723 30

308 308

$06 506 -

8la 814 P
$81,299 132,400 $1,101

Accept

-

!

&‘m'b‘:bt

"o & -
o TN e O ey

!

101
137

...

aulo»cn-.u

1ss

rom ons
staff Hevised

PGandf Revised

Heport Estimate tstimate
- 142 T3 EdJ
(6).1-(0F

g'x B e $i5,838

] . 2,089

3 - 19,.5%0

k| . 3,494

10 . 41,011

. ’ 3,401

3 - 2,578

1 . 921

0 - 4,837

13 . 5,210

7 5 4,335

2 . 706

e 246

2 . 23,01

34 . 64,322

(91) . 59

10 » 59

180 " 502

P . 235

(35) A 424

106 . 1,319

as - 141

(48) - M

174 - 420

105 5 138

130 . 136

2 F al

2 " 4

% . 91

519 . 1,065

625!%) . 2,408

— = T

- . “n3,

an . 1,634

n . 6,347

el - 14,534

- - 308

L . 508

> 814

. 1,105(9) 1,108

$715  $1,105 333,179
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(a)

(b)

(c)

Description of Issues

Assvaption by Staff that Geysers Unit 14 will not go into service
until September 1980; PGandE original estimate was June 1979,
Staff disallowed 8/12 of PGandE's original 1980 estimate. Staff
Exhibit 24, page 11-1, and Transcript Pages 1104-1107, S. Han.

PGandE's latest estimate Geysers Unit 4 is June 1, 1980, there-

~fore disallowance should be 5/12, or $137,000, rather than $176,000,

0. E. Nielsen, Transcript pages 768-772.

Assumption by Staff that Humboldt Bay Unit 3 will not be in service
in 1980. Staf” -stimates that 1978's expenses (with certain adjust-
ments) are more representative of standby operation than PGandf's
original estimate, and used them as a basis for estimating 1980's
expense by factoring-up the adjusted 1978 expenses at 7% per year.
Staff Exhibit 24, page 11-2, S. Han

PGandE's lastest estimate of expenses for Unit 3 in a standby status
is $2,346,000 for 1980. The difference between this estimate and

PGandE's or?;inal estimate is minimal. Exhibit;;}[ rebuttal testimony

of J. 0. r, page 5, line 21.

Sthdylex
Assumption by’%taff that a 10-year amortization of a 1974 BELDEN
overspeed problem is better than PGandE's 5-year amortization.
PGandE accepts 10-year amortization but finds Staff's calculation
of the effect was overstated. Staff adjusted for the total 10-year
amortization rather than the difference between PGandE's 5-year
amortization and a 10-year amortization.

Effect of 1978 recorded expenses on estimates. Information
available to Staff, but not to PGandf at time its estimate was
prepared. This figure is net effect of differences in all produc-

tion accounts,

CPUC witness . Knolle, Transcript page 913, beqinning at 1i-> 15

through 23, page %14, indicates that he would accept effect

1978 recorded data at 1/6 of its value; recorded 1978 data V. .
entered by Knolle at Transcript pages 898-900.

—-
-t

-
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The foregoing document, Intervenors' Memorandum In

Support of Answer In Opposition To Licensee's Motion T~ Hold

Proceedings In Abeyance, has been served today on the follow-

ing by deposit in the United States Mail, properly stamped
and addressed:

Richard F. Locke, Esqg.

Counsel for Pacific Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street, 31lst Floor

San Franciscc, CA 94106

Barry Smith, Esq.

Office of Executive Legal Director
BETH 042

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C, 20555

Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Requlatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Attn: Docketing and Service Section

Edward Luton, Esg., Chair.an

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. Gustave A. Linenberger, Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
wWashington, D.C. 20555

Dr. David R. Schink
Department of Oceanography
Texas A & M University
College Station, TX 778640

Dated: October 16, 1979.

Mehutf Fonsoe!

MICHAEL R. SHERWOOD
Attorney for I[ntervenors
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