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(For a~~eara!'lces see D.83-09-007 and D.84-03-059.) 

ORDER ON ?E~!T!ON FOR MOD!F:CA~ION OF, 
ALJ 'S RU1!:~G mr ':ARC:S'= CA?ACITY FACTOR 

On *arch 26. 1984 Southern California Edison Company 
(Edison) filed ::.. ?eti -:ion f~:' r'iodii'ica tion of ALJ' s Ruling on Target, 
-:ap2.ci~y :?ac-:or. ~::'e ?etition states that on !1arct. G, 1984, the PJ,;J 
:"1.:.1ed the.-: ~he zcope of the Pha.se 1B hear:!.~g$ on target capacity 
~ac~or (TCP) wo~;d not include the re:itigatio~ o~the pros and eons :: 
o! the ~e~d for a ~C~! a~y change ~n the deadband :ange ora?y 

" 
a~te=p~ ~o alter t~e ~CP. O r" . 2 ~ "084 rl 'J.'arcn . ,. I. " the A'L,J oodi!ied,his 

• 
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'. March 6. 1984 ruling to allow testimony on those situations where it 
would be economically efficient and of benefit to ratepayers to 
operate SONGS at less than full capaoity. Edison petitions the 
Commission to order further hearings in Phase 1Bto consider the 
issue of the range of the deadband. and whether external factors 
related to system operating eonditions should be considered as part 
of the~CF procedure. 

Edison argues in its pe~ition that the issue of a deadband 
was not litigated in Phase 1 of these proeeedings and requests the 
opportunity to present testimony as to what constitutes "markedly 
superior or inferior performanoe". Edison also is request,ing the 
opportunity to raise for Commission consideration in Phase 1:s. the 
issue of reasonable exeeptionsto the ~CF when system operating 
conditions external to ,Unit 2 requires, reduetion or curtailment of 
SONGS 2, output for :f'a~o,rs clea.rly outside the control of 
management. Edison argues that it would be unreasonable to penalize 

~ison pursuant to a plant specific performance incentive procedure 
'en management does not have the ability to change or control,the 

external factors influenc'ing plant performance. .., 
On April 2, 1984 San Diego Gas & Electric COmpany filed ~, 

similar petition concurring with Edison's request to modify the AlJ's 
ruling on the ICF. 

After careful review of the ~pecific points in the petition ~e 
will deny Edison's request for modificat:i.onof the ALJ ',s ruling on 'J:CJ:o'. 

In D.84-01-034, an order modifying D.S3-09'-007 and denying rehearing, "We 
J 

denied Edison's request for rehearing on the same issues. With res;>ec't'to 
I 

the deadband and extrinSic factors, D.84-01-034:stated: 

• 

"In setting these limits, the Commission has 
taken into conSideration tha.t, factors both 
within the control of tbe plan~ operator and 
extrinsic to that operator, e.g., NRC 
directi ves relative to another plant" ean 
influence plant capacity factor. To, exempt 
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• .Edison from such ex~rinsic factors would 
necessitate recalculation of ~he deadband, to 
a level even higher than now set. We 
reiterate that extreme cases of extrinsic 
factors causing plant outages will, ,if 
necessary, be reviewable by this Commission on 
a case-by-case basis." 

We are no~ persuaded ~hat petitioner has presented us with any reason 
to modify ~he AlJ's ruling on !CF. Our dete~na~ion of ' the deadband 
range and consideration of extrinsic factors must of necessity, at 
least in the early s~ages of opera~ion, rely largely on regulatory 

I 

juQgemen~. We choose at ~his ~ime in the proceeding to focus on the issue 
of stockholder risk through cons:i.dera~ion of~he cap,. ra~her than 
through relitigation of the deadband issues or extrinsic considerations. 
however. we do recognize ~hat perceptions of either the need for or the 
level of a cap IDay be related to perceptions of risk s~emming from the 
oI>eration of the deadband or the handling of ex~rinsic factors. '!he 
ALJ's decision to exclude relitigation of these latter issues does not 

~eclude the Commission from exercising further judgement regarding 
them, based on the existence of a prior record. in the process of 
resolving the cap issue." The Commission may also desire in fu~ure cases 
to hear evidence on ~he above mat~ers. 

IT IS, ORDERED that Southern California Edis'on Company's 
Petition for Hodifica~ion of PJ.;J' s Ruling of 'rCF is denied. ' 

This order is effective today. 
Dated April 18. 1984 , at San Francisco, California. 

Leonard M. Grimes, 
President 

Victor Calvo 
Priscilla C. Grew 
Donald Vial 
William T. Bagley 

COmmissioners 

Jr. 
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~arCh 6, 1984 ruling to allo~ testimony on those situations ~here it 
.... ·oulc. 'be econo.:icallY' ef'f'icier.t a:'l.d of 'benei'·it to ratepayers to 
ope:oate SONGS at less than full capacity. Zdison petitions the 
Co~cission to order further hearings in Phase 1E to consider the 
issu.e of the range 0:: the deadband, and wheth.er external factors 
related to syste~ operating condi t·ions should be considered aZ. part 
0:: the TC? ~rocedure . ... 

Edison argues in its petition that the issue of a deadband 
• ..... as not litigated. il"~ Phase 1 of these proceedings and' reqU~'''<the . 
o~po:tunity to p:oesent testicony as to what constitutes ~arkedly 
superio:- or inferior ~er:t"or:tance". 
op~o:tunity to :oaise !Qr Comcission consideration 

uest1ng the 
n ?hase 1:8 the 

.issue of reasonable exceptions to the TCr • ..... nen ystem ope'rating 
conditions exte:nal to ;Unit 2 requires reduc on or curtailment of 
SONGS 2 output for faotors clearly outside the control of 
:2.!'lage::ent. 3dison a:gues that it ·,.,oul be u!'lreasonable to penalize 

4IIdison pursuant to a plant speoific pe fo:~ance incentive procecu:e 
N'hen :lana.ge::e:'1t does ::.ot ha'l~ the ab' li ty to change 0:' co~trol ~he 

exte:-nal ~actors influenoi:lg plant erformance. 
After careful review 0 the specific points in the petit:ion ~e .. " 

'i1i.ll deny teison I s request: for r: odification of the ALJ' s rulin~ on 'rCF, 

In D.84-01-034, an order 'Qodi: in; D.83-09-007 and denying rehearing, we 
c.e'nied Zdison' s =e~'Uest for - hearing on· the sace issues, With respect to 
~r.·.e A a'-a ~ a . p·-~'~s~ • \.0 e c...,:'1"" no. .. X ..... 1.... • C ac~ors, n.84-01-0,4 stated: 

• 

"In setting these limits, the Com::ission has 
taken in.to cons deration that factors both 
• ..... i thin the con rol of the pla.nt operator and 
extrinsic to t at operator, e.g., 11RC 
directives re-at1ve to another plant, oan 
. ~~ e 1 ~ i-' t ~. -l:l • .:.U nee '0 a .... ca.~a.c yOU' .ac or., ... 0 exem¥j II . I . oJ ... 
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• .Edison from such cx~rinsic factors would 
necessitate recalculation of the deadband, to 
3. levcl even higher than now set. He 
reiterate that extreme cases of ~xtrinsic 
fActors causing plant o'Utageswill, if 
necessary, be reviewable by this Commission on 
a case-by-case basis." 

We are not persuaded that pet'itioner has presented us ".vith any reason 
to t'lodify the !U.J's ruling on TCF. Our determination of the deadband 
=-ange and consideration of extrinsic factors must of necessity, at 

,/ . 
least in the early stages of operation, rely larg~1 on regulatory , 
j udgel:lcnt. We choose at this time in the proc ling to focus on the 
of stockholder risk through consideration of he cap, rather than 

issue ; 

through relitigation of the deadband issu· or extrinsic considerations, 
however, we do recognize that perccptio "" of either the need:for or the 
level of a Col? may be related to perc, tions of risk stemming from the 
ope=-ation of the deadband or the' ha cling of extrinsic factors. ,'The' 
~i's decision to'exclude reliti la~ter issues does not 

~reclude the Commission from ex ,cising further Judgement'regarding 
"'chem, based on the existence a prior record. in the process of 

resolving the cap issuc. Th Commission may also desire in future' cases 
to hear evidence on the ab c matters. 

I 

! ' 
1 

~""J. immediate rde~C!.-~ requires that R.u1e 81.5 
be waived in order no c-unauly delay the current hearings relating ~~ .---to the issuC-S-"'raised i ,the pe~ition. ---. . IT IS ,OR "RED that Southern C:llifonlia 1::diso'O Company's 
Pe:i tion for ~1,odifi fJ.t:ion of PJ...J' s Ruling of TCP is: denied. 

• 

is effective today. 
APR 18 1984 , at San Francisco ~ Califor~;.a. 
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LEONA..~ M. G:RlMES .. JR. 
Prez1dent 

VICTOR CALVO , 
PSISCILLA C.. GF.EW 
DONALD VI~" 
WILLIAM, X.', BAGLEY 

.' : Commissioners 


