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Investigation on the Commission's ) 
own motion to determine whether San ) 
O~ofre Nuclear Generating Station ) 
Unit No. 1 should be ordered removed ) 
from the rate base of So~thern ) 

OIl 8:3-10-02 
(Filed October 5, 1983) 

California Edison Comp~!'lY ~~d San ) 
Diego Gas and Electric Company. ) 

-------------------------------) 
(Por appearances see Decision 84-05-013.) 

SECOND IN~ERIM ORDER DISPOSING OF PE~ITION 
FOR MODIFICATION FILED MAY 18% 1984 

In Decision (D.) 84-0S-013 issued May 2, 1984 in this' 
proceeding, we addressed th~ th~eshold issue of whether S~~ Onofre 
Nuclear Generating Station Unit No.1 (SONGS 1) should be removed 
from the rate bases of Southern California Edison Company (Edison) 
and S~~ Diego Cas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and, inter alia, 
provided respondents Edison and SDG&E a choice o~ two alternative 
~ethods of accounting for capital costs pending the restart of 
SONGS 1. 

Edison and SDG&E have informed the Commission that th~y 
h~ve elect~d to apply the acco~ntine procedures set torth in Ordering 
Paragraph 3 (SONGS 1 remai~s in rate base). 

By its Petition for Modificatio~ filed }!ay 18, 1984, Edison 
seeks modification of D.84-0S-013 in the following respects: 

1. Change the decision in the appropriate 
places to allow demo~stration of f~ll power 
operations by Febr~ry 1, 1985. 

2. Change the la:lg .... 3,ge of Ordering Pa~agraphs 
2.d and 3.b to provide a consistent 
definition of full power operations and to 
avoid ambig\4ity. 
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;. Chanee the accounting procedures specified in 
Ordering Paragraph 3 to be consistent with the 
record~ ~nd to more accurately reflect the 
Commissio~'$ intent. 

4. Revise Ordering Para.graph 5 to chanee the 
requi~e=ent tor prior Co==isslon approval of 
the Integrated Living Schedule (ILS) 
modificatio~s necessary to permitproeram 
com!:lencet:lent. 

-. 
:By its Petition for I1odification filed June 11 1.1984, SDG&:E 

seeks changes si:::ilar to those sO'lght by Edison with respect to 
(1) the criteria for deter:ining when SONGS 1 returns to operations, 
s.nd (2) prior approval of ItS ::Jodifications. ~DG&3ts petition a.lso 
seeks'a determination that construction work in progress (CW!P) 
expendi tures tor work do~e before ini ti3.1 restart are incl ue3.ble in 
rate base ~hen restart occurs, and revision of remarks attributed to 
SDG&E's ·..,i tness which SDGta believes misstated that witnesses' 
testitl'ony. 

fOllows: 
In support of their petitions, respondents allege 2$ 

Full Power Operations by 
Pebruar;7 1. 1985 

Ordering paragraph 3.c re~uires that respondents begin 
. l' b'l'· .- 'd SO~GS 1" ~ '1· - - 'b accrulng a la 1 lyY snOu. ~ •••• a1 ~o re~urn ~o servlce y 

January 1, 1985, should the Co~iszion decide f~r good cause to 
extend the return to service date by up to one :lonth, ..... " Edison 
st~tes that literally interpreted, if an extension to February 1, 

1985 is not grented '. respondents will 'be :-ectuired to synchronize 
SONGS 1 to their electric systems as early as Dece~ber 1, 1984 in 
order to de:onstrate the full operation o~ SONGS by January 1,1985, 
and thereby avoid the accrual ot a penalty. Edison be1ieves that 
synchronization of SONGS 1 to the Edison electric syste:l would be 
required :prior to January 1, 1985 to det:lonstrate meeting either of 
the following CommiSSion criteria: (1) 200 consecutive hours at 90% 
of~rated capacity, or (2) any ;O-day period of operation with an 
average capacity factor of 65% based on full power operation at 90% 
of rated capacity_ 
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Edison states that a require~ent that Edison synchronize 
SONGS 1 to its electric system before January 1, 1985 is not 
consistent with the evidence which Edison presented at the hearings 
expressing its confidence that SONGS 1 would be returned to service 
by December ;1, 198~, as this ~rojected return to service date was 
not intended to include the unit's having met either of the criteria 
for demonstrating full operation, and in fact it could not have been 
so intended because the criteria, proposed by stat! Witness Czellar, 
were not available until after Edison's prepared testimony was 'filed 
with the Commission. 

Bdison, therefore, urges us to modify the language of 
Ordering Paragraph ~.c to require that SONGS 1 demonstrate 'full 
operation by February 1, 1985. Ediso~ states that this 30-day period 
affords it the opportunity to have SONGS 1 in operation by Januar.y 1, 
1985, as it has consistently ex~r~ssed its confidence in doing, and 
also demonstrate full operation consistent with the Commission's 
criteria without incurring the accrual of a penalty • 

We will not adopt Edizon'z proposed modifications for 
three reasons. 

First, Edison has not suggested in its petition that the 
testimony of Edison's witness in the hearing was inaccurate with 
re9ard to Edison's confidence in an early rostart date for SONGS 1. 

During the hearings, ite Executive Vice President, who supervises 
relation~ between Edison and the Nucle.c.r Regulatory Commission, 
statee, "We expect the (SONGS I) unit to be back in service before 
December of 1984" (Tr. 54), and "the unit would be returned to service 
well before the end of the year" (Tr. 54). The restart schedule 
included a 25% management contingency for unexpected delays and unknown 
factors. With these uncertainties thus taken into account, the 
witness stated, "I feel very confident that we can and will return 
the unit to services in December of 1984" (Tr. 58). Furthermore, . ; 

our staff's economic analysis of benefits to ratepayers assumed 
Edison's asserted resumption of full operations for a 15-month period 
be9inning ~anuary 1 (Exhibit .11). Our staff's calcul~tions assumin9 
January 1 resumption date were the basis of our treatment of SONGS I 

in this case. 
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Second, the mechanism adopted in D.84-05-013 does not 
assume December operation as the utilities have alleged. For 
example, it on J~~uary 1 SONGS 1 begins the 30 days of operation at a 
65% average capacity factor and it is successful in meeting this 
criterion~ the utilities would accrue a zero liability under the 
provisions of Ordering Paraeraph 3.c. Thus, even if initial 
operation (~~d the criterion r~~) of SONGS 1 does not begin until 
January 1, the utilities will incur no liabilities if the plant 
operates as expected. To make certain that an inadvertent liability 
is not incurred, we will make a slight change in the comparison 
calculation from a "monthly capacity factor" to a "30-day capacity c...--" 

factor." 

Third, in D.84-05-013 the Commission retained the 
flexibility to extend the return to service date from J~~uar.y 1 ~o 
February 1 for good cause. The utilities' petitions have not shown 
good cause for extending the January 1 target. 
Criteria for Determining when SONGS 1 
Returns to Full Operation 

Ordering Paragraphs 2.d and 3.6 adopted criteria for 
d~termining when SONGS 1 shall be considered to have returned to tull 
op'eration, as follows: 

"200 consecutive hours at 90% of capacity or 30 
days continuing operation at 65~ of capacity." 
Edison claims that the langUage "30 days continuing 

operation at 65% of capacity" can be interpreted in a m~~er 
inconsistent with the record and inconsistent with the Commission's 
intent. 

. ~ 
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Edison states that a literal application of the lengus8e 
")0 days contin~ine operation at 65~ of capacityff would require that 
SONGS 1 operate at 65%, or more, of capaci ty e~.ch da,y :tor )0 
consecutive days. Edison believes that the Commission intends that 
SONGS 1 demonstrate return to full operation in this regard by 

meeting the operational performAnce stAndard defined by staff witness 
Czahar as " ..... the uni t throug.~ any ;O-day pe:-iod achievitlg an average 
capacity factor of 65%." In other words, for any ;O-da.y period 
during which SONGS 1 operates at an aversge capacity factor of 65~ or 
greater the unit will be considered to h~ve returned to full 
operation. The opinion (as opposed to the order) correctly 
s\unmarizes the recommendation of witness Czahar that SONGS 1 be 
considered operating at full power when the u.ni t g,chieves an avera.ge 
capacity factor of 65~ over a ;O-day period. 

Edison states that the deCision shou.ld also reflect that 
duri.ng the first cycle of operation a.lter SOlrGS 1 returns to service 
Edison intends to operate the unit at power levels not exceeding 90% 
of the unit's rated capacity as noted by witness Czahar in 
formulating his criteria. 

Edison and SDG&E urge us to modify the language presently 
contained in Ordering Paragraphs 2.d and ;.b to achieve the 
Commission's desired result with res~ect to when SONGS 1 has returned 
to full operation. Our staff agrees with tnis proposed amendment. 
Moeificatioe of Acco~ntine Treatment 
Specified in Orderin~ Paragranh 2 

Ordering Paragraph :3 sets forth in dete.il the preseribed 
accounting treatment for SONGS 1 cap:ltal costs. 

Ordering Paragraphs 3.~ and ).b require that Edison 
establish a SONGS , Balancing Account. The purpose of the SONGS 1 
:Balancing Account would be to credit the SONGS 1 re.te of return and 
aSSOCiated income taxes collected from J~nuar.r 1, 1984 until SONGS 1 
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(1) returns to full operation as specified in this order, or (2) is 
removed from rate base by order of the Commission. 

Edison states that if it established the SONGS 1 Ea1ancing 
Account, the Commission's intent regarding the operation o~ the 
accounting treatment would not be achieved; specifically, the SO~GS 1 

Balancing Account would require that Edison suspend the recognition 
of SONGS 1 relatea earnings for accounting purposes and reflect all 
revenues collected as an overco1lection until SONGS 1 returns to full 
operation. Edison asserts that this accounting treatment would be 
identical to that $,ccorded Energy Cost Adj'lstment Clause 
overcollections. As a result, it SONGS 1 returns to ~ull operation 
on or after January 1, 1985, an adverse impact on Edison's 1984 
earnings would result since SONGS 1 related earnings for 1984 would 
not be reflected until 1985. 

Edison states that the Co~iss10n apparently did not intend 
that it suffer a reduction in 1984 earnings by electing Ordering 
Paragraph~. Assertedly, this position is supported both by the 
1angua.ge in the decision and the proposa1. set forth by witness Czahar 
which was adopted by the Commission, inasmuch as the deciSion 
indicates that the accounting treatment of Ordering Paragraph ~ would 
"permit respondents to ~ a return on SONGS 1 subject to refund 
until Janua,ry 1, 1985" (emphasiS added). Further, the testimony of 
witness Czahar also recommended that respondents be allowed to earn a 
return on SONGS 1 investment during 1984 if they elect the accounting 
procedure which retains SONGS 1 in rate base. 

Edison arg\les' that, in addition to the fluctuation in 1984 
earnings which would occur as a result of creating the SONGS 1 

Balancing Account, this accounting treatoent would also, consistent 
with generally accepted accounting prinCiples, require that the 
revenues entered in the SONGS 1 Balancing Account be recorded as a 
liability. Edison considers it inappropriate to record these 
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revenues as a liability because it has confidence in its projection 
that SONGS 1 will return to full operation prior to the acerual of 
penalties as set forth in Oreering Paragraph ;.0. Edison views the 
potential refund to ratepayers of revenues accruing in the SONGS 1 
Balancing Account a remote contingency; absent the Commission's 
oTdered balancing account treatment, such a contingenc.r would only 
require disclosure in the notes to its financial statements. 

Edison asserts that we did not order the creation of the 
SONGS 1 :Balancing Account with the intent of r 1 ~ a.dversely impacting 
SONGS 1 related earnings in '984, or (2) overstating respondent's 
current liabilities. Thereiore, Edison requests that Ordering 
Paraers.ph ; be modified to permit tracking ot the SONGS 1 rate of 
return end associated income taxes collected during 1984, and 
possibly beyond, and which (1) assures that SONGS 1 related earnings 
for 1984 be reported in 1984, a..."'ld (2) per:li ts the B.eeurate reporting 
of liabilities • 

Our staf! has no objection to modifications to' the deciSion 
which delete the balancing account treatment for revenues and 
expenses accrued in the period prior to restart, but our staff 
believes that Edison should be required to set up 2. memorE).ndum 
account to record its contingent liability should SONGS 1 not return 
to full power operations by Februar.1 1, 1985. This can be don~ by 
debiting and crediting a deferred account, whieh would appear in 
Edison's balance sheet. The stat! proposal, therefore, would 
accol:lplish two p'lrposes 0"£ Edison's proposal, that' is: to assure 
that SONGS 1 related earnings are reported in 1984, and to permit 
accura~e reporting of liabili~ies. The statt's proposed accounting 
treating WOUld, however, require disclosure in Edison's financial 
statecents. We agree with the staff·s proposed amendments to 
Edison's proposals, which will be adopted • 
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Our staff objects to the specific language of proposed 
Ordering Paragraph ;.d which would aggregate the sum of the revenues, 
collected through December 31, 1984 and accrued interest in 
determining refunds for failure to begin timely operations. The 
staff believes that accrued interest should be excluded from that 
computation. We concur. We will adopt Edison's proposal modified as 
indicated above. 
The Requirement tor Prior Commission 
AEproval of !1S Modification 

Ordering Paragraph 5 required that respondents seek 
Commission approval before commencing plant modifications required by 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to be implemented as a part 
of the ItS. Edison states that strict application ot the language of 
this requirement would hamper the orderly commencement of the backf.it 
program in that timely activities associated With the preliminar.y 
engineering for these modifications would be suspended pending 
approval of an application by respondents • 

Edison asserts that such a result appears inconsistent with 
the CommiSSion's intent, as the decision explicitly excepts that work 
"necessary for restart or underway on the etfective date of this 
decision" from the requirement. 

Edison asserts that by recognizing that Its work may b~ 
underway on the effective date of the deciSion, the CommiSSion hS$ 
identified a baSic characteristic of the engineering work associated 
with projects of the size and complexity of those in the ItS, that 
is, the need to perform preliminary engineering work which must begin 
well before actual "hardware" modifications are made in order to 
accurately define and plan the work to be performed and to produce 
accurate cost estimates. SDG&E concurs in Edison's arguments. 

Edison states that it will initiate the preliminar.y 
engineering required to perform certain ItS modifications within the 
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next few weeks, and intends to prepare and file with the Commission, 
as soon as possible; an application seeking Commission approval o~ 
those ItS modifications and demonstratine the cost effectiveness of 
those modifications. Edison and SDG&E believe that a literal 
application of the language of Ordering Paragraph 5 would force them 
to place a.t risk the costs of preliminary engineering and associated 
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) which will of 
necessity be underway before the CommiSSion can be expected to take 
action on Edison's application. Edison and SDG&E believe the 
CommiSSion did not intend this result and, therefore, request the 
Commission to modify the lan~lage of Ordering Paragraph 5. 

The staff has no objection to the requested modification. 
Construction Work In Progress 

The deciSion does not address the ratemaking treatment to 
be accorded respondents' present balance ~or SONGS 1 Construction 
Work in Progress (CWIP) and the $;6 million of plant modifications 
necessary to return SONGS 1 to full operation. Therefore, Edison 
assumes that this issue will be examined during the course of its 
1985 Test Year General Rate Case, Application (A.) 8;-12-5;. 
Accordingly, Edison will continue to seek rate base treatment for 
these expenditures in the 1985 Test Year General Rate Case. SDG&E 
asks that we modify the eecision to make it clear that when SONGS 1 
is restarted respondents may, in this proceeding, include the CWIP 
expenditures in rate base. SDG&E s~egeste an advice letter procedure 
subject to review in the next general rate case. 
Discussion 

After review by our statf, we conclude that the 
modifications of D.84-05-01; proposed by Edison and SDG&E, as adopted 
in the following order, are reasonable and appropriate, are 
consistent with the intent of the Comm~ssion, and such modi~1cation$ 
should be adopted • 
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The treatment for CWIP for plant improvements made prior to 
restart will be considered further either in this proceeding (by 
advice letter filing) or in respondents' General Rate Case 
proceedings .. 

SECOND INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Decision (D.) 84-05-013 issued !1ay 2, 1984 in this 

proceeding is modified in the following respects: 
A. The language of Ordering Paragraphs 2.d and 

3.b which currently reads: 
"200 consecutive hours at 90~ of capacity Or 
30 days of continuing operation at 65% of 
capacity." 
is modified to read as follows: 

"200 consecutive hours B.t ~O~ of rated 
c2.pa.ci ty, or a.ny 30-da.y p.eriod ot operation 
with an avera.ge capacity factor of 65~ based 
on full power operation at 90% of rated 
capacity." 

B. Ordering Paragraph 3 is codified to read as 
follows: 
3. If Edison or SDG&E does not elect to 

comply with Ordering Paragraph 2, it 
shall comply with the following: 
a. Revenues collected by respondent 

pursuant to its last general rate 
proceeding (under which ra~es were 
mnde subject to refund) related to 
return on investcent on SONGS 1 
(excluding com:on plant) and the 
associa.ted income t3.xes from 
January 1, 1984 thro'lgh the date 
SONGS 1 returns to full service (200 
consecutive hours at 90~ of rat~d 
ca.paci ty or any ;O-day pe:oiod of 
operation with an average c3:pacity 
factor of 6S~ based on full power 
operation S.t 90% 0'£ rated capacity), 
or the effective date at which 
SONGS 1 is removed irom :oate base by 
further order of the CommiSSion, 
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shall co~ti~ue to be credited to the 
~ppropriate operati~g reven~e 
acco\O.nt. 

b. Memorand\O.m acco~nt3 shall be 
maintained to monitor the liability 
of SONGS 1 reven~es collected subject 
to refund from J3,nuary 1., 1984 to the 
effective date at which SONGS 1 is 
removed !ro~ rate base. Operation 
and maintenance expenses for SONGS 1 
shall not be included. The revenues 
collected subject to refund shall 
accrue interest monthly based on the 
three-month av~r~ge prime co~ercial 
paper rate on the average balance. 

c. Should SONGS 1 fail to return to full 
power operation by J~~uary 1, 1985, 
in accordance with the text on page 
3a, or by February 1, 1985 should the 
Commission decide tor good cause to 
extend the retur~ to service date by 
up to one month, respondent shall 
begin to accr' ... e a liability eq\O.al to 
the difference between actual 
kilowatt-hours (k~~) generated and 
the kWh that would have been 
generated by SO~GS 1 if it had 
r~ached a 30-day capacity factor of 
65%, m""ltip1ied by respondent's 
average short-r~~ avoided cost 
(energy plus capacity). That amount 
shall be credited to Acco~~t 253 
(Other Deferred Credits). The 
offsetting charge shall be charged to 
Account 456 (Other Electric 
Revenues). 

d. Should the aegregate charges to 
Acco~~t 456 (Other Electric 
Reve:l':.es) equal the SVJll of the 
reven~e$ collected froe Janua~ 1, 
1984 throu&~ Dec~mber 31, 1984 
excl""di:lg interest as determined in 
Ord~ring Fa.ra.gra.ph 3. b' responde:l't 
shall: 
(1) Cease the accru3.l of the 

11aoili ty 1).3 set forth in 
Ordering Paragraph 3.c. 

(2) Inform th~ Com~i$siO:l's 
Executive Director 1:1 writing • 

. , 
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C. 

(3) Con~inue to credit revenues 
collected subse~uent to 
December 31, 1984, related to 
return on investment on SONGS 1 
and associated income taxes to 
Account 253 (Other Deferred 
Credits) until SONGS 1 is out of 
rate base. 

(4) Continue to accrue interest on the 
a.verage balance in Account 253 at 
the three-month average prime 
commercial paper rate. 

(5) File an advice letter to remove 
SONGS 1 from rate base, reduce 
rates, and start accruing 
allowance for tunds used during 
construction. 

(6) Refund all revenues and accrued 
interest credited to Aeeount 253 
within 30 days after the effeetive 
date of the advice letter. 

e. Should SONGS 1 return to full serviee 
as defined in Ordering Paragraph 3.a, 
when the credits to Account 253 are 
less than the sum of revenues collected 
from January 1, 1984 throu&~ December 
31, 1984, as determined in Ordering 
Paragraph 3.b, respondent shall: 
(1) Cease the accrual of the liability 

as set forth in Ordering Paragraph 
3.e. 

(2) File a letter with the CommiSSion 
indicating the aggregate amount of 
revenue which is no longer subject 
to refund. 

The language of Ordering Para.graph 5 is 
modified to read as follows: 

"With the exception of work associated 
with the preliminary engineering of 
subsequent modifieations, respondents 
shall seek further approval of this 
Cocmission tor plant modifications 
required under the Nuclear Regulatory 
CommiSSion's Integrated Living Sehedule 
before commeneing sueh modifications. 
Respondents shall inelude all costs of 
preliminary engineering in cost analyses 
submitted to the Commission." 
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2. I~ all other respects D.84-05-013 remains in full force ~~d 
effect. 

3. The Petitions for Modification of D.84-05-013 filed May 18, 1 
1984 and June 11, 1984 are granted az prov1ded above. • 

This order is effective today. 
Dated July 5, 1984, at San Fra~cicco, California. 

- 12 -
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President 

VICTOR CALVO 
PRISCILLA C. GREW 
DONALD VIAL 
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Decision 54 (1'7 C75 JUL 51984 

EEFORE ~HE PUBLIC UTILITIES cor~ISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Investigation on the Commission's ") 
own motion to determine whether San ) 
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station ) 
Unit No. 1 should be ordered removed ) 
from the rate base of Southern ) 

/ 
."./ 

OIl 8'3;)-0-02 
(Filed Oct~ber 5, 1983) 

California Edison Company and San ) 
Diego Gas and Electric Company. ) 

-----------------------------) 
(For appearances see Decis~n 84-05-013.) 

/ 
SECOND INTERIM ORDER D]sPOSING OF PETITION 

FOR r10DIFrCATION PlLED MAY 18, 1984 

In Decision (D., 84-0~13 issued May 4, 1984 in this 
I proceeding, we addressed the t~reshold issue of whether San Onofre 

Nuclear Generating Station U~t No.1 (SONGS 1) should be removed 
from the rate bases of Sou~iern California Edison Company (Edison) 
and San Diego Gas & Electtlc Company (SDG&E) and, inter alia, 
provided respondents Ed~on and SDG&E a choice of two alternative 
methods of accounting ~r capital costs pending the restart of 
SONGS 1. .~ 

Edison and~SDG&E have informed the Commission that they 
have elected to app~y the accounting procedures set forth in Ordering 
Paragraph) (SONGS!' remains in rate base). 

I 

By itsjPetition for Modification filed May 18, 1984, Edison 
seeks mod1ficat~on of D.84-05-01; in the following respects: 

! 

1. Change the decision in the appropriate 
p13ces to allow demonstration of tull power 
operations by February 1, 1985. 

2. Change the language of Ordering Paragraphs 
2.d and 3·b to provide a consistent 
definition ot full power operations and to 
avoid ambiguity • 
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•• 
Edison states that a requirement that Edison synchronize 

SONGS 1 to its electric system before Jan~ar.y 1, 1985 is not 
.. consistent with the evidence which Edison presented at the hearings 

expressing its confidence that SONGS 1 would be returned to service 
by December ~1, 1984, as this projected return to service date was 
not intended to include the unit's having met either of the criteria 
for demonstrating full operation, and in fact it could not have been 
so intended because the criteria, proposed by etatt Witness Czahar, 
were not ava.ilable until after Edison's prepared testimony was filed 
with the Commission. ~ .. 

Edison, therefore, urges us to modify the la~age of 
Ordering Paragraph 3.c to require that SONGS 1 dem strate full 
operation by February 1, 1985. Edison states at this ~O-day period 
affords it the opportunity to have SONGS 1~ operation by Januar,y 1, 

1985, as it has conSistently expressed mconfidence in dOing,. and 
also demonstrate full operation eon$~nt With the CommiSSion's 

• 
criteria without incurring the a~l of a penalty. 

We will not adopt Edison's proposed modifications for 
three reasons. ~ 

First, Edison ha~ot suggest~d in its petition that the 
testimony of Edison's ~ityess in the hearing ~as inaccurat~ with 
regard to Edison's confi~ence in an early restart date for SONGS 1. 
During the hearings, y{s Executive Vice PreSident, who supervises 

I 
relations between Edison and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
stated, "We expec~the (SONGS· I) unit to be back in service before 
December of 1984,/ (,rr. S4), and "the unit would be returned to service' 

/ 
well before t?e end of the year" (Tr. 54). The restart schedule 
included a 25% management contingency for unexpected delays and unkn~~n 
factors. With these uncertainties thus taken into account, the 
witness stated, "I feel very confident that we can and will return 
the unit to services in December of 1984" (Tr. 58). Furthermore, 
our staff's economie analysis of benefits to ratepayers assumed 
Edison's asserted resumption of full operations for a lS-montb period 

~ginning January 1 (Exhibit 11). Out staff's calculations assuming 
~anuary 1 resumption date were the basis of our treatment of SONGS I 

in this case. 
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• 
Second, the mechanism adopted in D.84-05-013 adopted 

in D.84-05-013 does not assume Oecemoer operation as the 
utilities have alleged. 

For example, if on January ~ 
SONGS I begins the 30 days of operation at a 65% average eapacity 
factor ~nd it is successful in meeting this criterion, the utilities 
would accrue a zero liability under the provisions of Ordering 
Paragraph 3c. Thus, even if initial operation (and the eriterion 
run) of SONGS I does not oe9in until January 1, the utilities will 
incur no liabilities if the plant operates as expected. To make 
certain that an inadvertent liability is not incurred, we-"'wiil make 
a slight change in the comparison calculation, fro~onthlY 
capacity factor" to a"30-day capaeity factor."~ ~ . 

Third, in 0.84-05-013 the COLnmission retained the flexi
bility to extend the return to s~rviee ~~from January 1 to 
February 1 for good cause. The utili t ·'es' petitions have not shown 
good cause for extending the Januar 1 target. 

~ Criteria tor Determining whe SONGS 1 
Returns to Full Operation / 

• 

,,' 
Ordering Paragraphs 2.d and ~.6 adopted criteria tor 

/ . 
determining when SONG~ shall be conSidered to have returned to full 
operation, as tollow~: 

(' 

~200 consecutive hours at 90~ of capacity or ~O 
da1s continuing operation at 65~ of capacity." 
Ediso,n' claims that the language ~30 days continuing 

operation at 65% ot capacity" can be interpreted in a manner 
inconsistent· with the r.ecord and inconsistent with the Commissionfs 
intent • 
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• 

• 

shall continue to be credited to the 
appropriate opere.tine revenue 
account. 

b. Memoraneum accounts shall be 
maintained to monitor the liability 
ot SONGS 1 revenues collected subject 
to retund trom Januar,r 1~ 1984 to the 
ettective date at which SONGS 1 is 
removed trom rate base. Operation 
and maintenance expenses tor SONGS 1 
shall not be included.. :he revenues ~ ,-' 
collected subject to retund shall /'~' 
accrue interest monthly based on~~e 
three-month average prime cO::uD.ercial 
paper rate on the average balance~ 

/" 1---
c.. Should SONGS ,1 fail to ~;c.eturn to full tLI'A'_C'1 /.1 .... ",1,./' ) 

power o~r at~on by J~.n-Qary 1, 1985,~'· .:.J.-J.J.J.,.>, ... /:I:....- /-,v 
or by February 1, 1%5 should the :,../"'-' c.' S "' __ 
Com.:nission decide,/.for good cause to ·-f~ ..... C 
extend the retu~~ to service date by 
up to one mon~, respondent shall 
begin to accrue a liability equal to the 
difference~etween actual kilowatt-hours 
(kWh) geoerated and the kWh that would have 
been generated by SONGS 1 if it had 
reach~d a 30-day capacity factor of 
65%,;lmultiplied by respondent's 
average short-run aVOided cost (energy 
p,tus capacity). That amount shall be 
~redited to Account 253 (Other Deferred 

;/ Credits). The offsetting charge shall 

/ 
be charged to Account 456 (Other Electric 
Revenues). 

;/ d. Should the aggregate charges to 
/' Account 456 (Other Electric 

/ Revenues) equal the S~ of the 
/ revenues collected from January 1~ 
/ 1984 through December )1,. 1984 

.' excluding interest as determined in 
/' Ordering Paragraph '.b,. res~ondent 

shall: 
(1) Cease the accrual ot the 

liability as set ~orth in 
Ordering Paragraph ~.c~ 

(2) Intorc the Commission'~ 
Executiye Director in writing • 
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/' 
/ 

2. In all other respects D.84-05-013 remains in full/force and 
effect. 

3· The Petition 
1984 is granted as provieed above. 

This order is effective toeay. 
Dated JUL 5 1984 , at San rancisco, California" 

/ 
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