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Decision ___ 8_2_0_3_0_5_3 

BEFORE Tb~ PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFO~~lA 

In the ~~tter of the Application of} 
SOUTEE~~ CALIFORNIA EDISON COMP~~Y ) 
for Authority to Modify i~s EnerQY ) 
Cost Adjustment Clause as Xodified ) 
by Interim Decision No. 91277. ) 

----------------) 

Application 59499 
(Filed August 20, 1981) 

QRDER MODlry~NG DEC1SION 93363 

Introduction 

By Decision (D.) 93363, dated July 22, 1981, this 
Commission adopted an incentive procedure applicable to Southern 
California Edison Company's (Edison) coal-fired plants. By 
Petition for Modification filed AUQust 20, 1981, Edison requests 
the followinQ 

1. 
modifications of 0.93363: 
To apply the coal plant incentive procedure 
to the 98% of ener~y costs recovered throuQh 
the Ener9Y Cos~ Adjustment Clause (ECAC) 
balancinQ account procedure. 

2. Defer implementation of the Gross Heat Rate 
Standard until such time as both units at a 
coal plant station have underQone their 
betterment outaQe. 

3. Recognize that the Gross Heat Rate Standard 
for the Mohave Coal Plant should be adjusted 
based upon the results of the consultant·s 
study and to allow Edison to submit the 
results of that stuay in its next annual ECAC 
reasonableness review; and 
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4. Allow parties to inform the Corruni::-::.::ion of their 
intent to r~ize the occ~rrc~cc of event~ before 
issuance of D.93363 as q~alitative modifiers 
within 90 days after the effective cate of the 
t~riff provisions filec under D.93363. 

NO party objects to Edison'~ request. 

The incentive proceciure W.:lS di::.:cu;;:;sed at length in 0.93363" 

Edison's request is more in the nature of refinements to the adopted 
procedure than modifications. 

The first point relates to thc'effect of D.92496 in OIl 56. 

That decision provides that only 98% of Edl~on's reasonable fuel costs 

should be collected through ECAC. The remaining 2~~ is estimated 

annually and not subject to revision. If u co~l pl~nt suffers an 

unscheduled outage, Edison would incur ~ pen~lty through the incentive 

procedure. Meanwhile, its fuel costs woulc prob.:lbly exceed the estim.::tte, 

and Edison would be penalizec to the extent of 2% of the excess costs • 

Edison's proposed modification would apply thc lncentive procedure only 

to the 98~ of the energy costs recoveree throu~h ECAC. Since 

eXclusion from ECAC of the remoining 2~ i~ 01roody intended to oct 0= 
on incentive, Edison'z propo=ed modifi~otion i~ rcosonoblc. 

In regard to the second point, Edi~on contends thot heat 

rate cannot be measured separately for c~ch unit ot ~ pl~nt, bec~use 

of common fuel facilities. If the he,")t r,j tc ~,; t.:.tnc.:lrd ~!.; <:Jppliecl before 
both units have undergone their betterment out.:lqC~, the unlt which had 

not been modified, although not ~tsclf cubjcct to ~ pen<:Jlty, ~oulcl 

distort the heat rate for the second unit ~nd mlght unf~irly cause a 

penalty for that unit. Edison's proposed modification is reasonable • 
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The thirc point relates to the consultant's recommendation 

that a performance test be run on Mohave Unit 1 to determine the 
basis for the heat rate to be used in the incentive calculation. 
Edison represents that the consultant has completed a study consistent 

with standa..."""d ilxlustry practices, tut t1"lat the reS1.llts were :L."'lconciusive so an 
aeditional lon;-te..'"':n heat rate performance study is required. F.eison asks t'hat it be 

allowed to sui:mit the results 0: that study in its next a.."'ln1J.'ll reasonableness reviCM 
followin; its eanpletion. Edison's pror:osal is adopted. 

The last point relates to the requirement for notice to 
be Qiven re;arding the occurrence of an event as a qualitative modifier. 
D.93363 requires that any party that intends to assert the occurrence of 
such an event inform the Co~~ssion 0: its intention within 90 days 
of the occurrence of the event. 

Edison points out that this provision excludes events 
that occurred more than 90 days prior to issuance of the decision. 
This point is well~taken and Edison'S modification is adopted. 
Findings of Fact 

1. By D.93363, dated July 22, 1981, this Co~~ission adopted an 

incentive procedure applicable to Edison's coal-fired plants. 
2. By 0.92496 only 98% of Edison's reasonable fuel costs is 

collected throuQh ECAC: the remaining 2% is recovered throu9h the 
Annual Energy Rate. 

3. Application of the incentive procecure to Edison's entire 
fuel costs could penalize Edison twice. 

4. Ap~lication of the incentive procedure to the 2% of fuel 
costs included in the A."')nual Energy Rate is unreasonable. 

S. Heat rate cannot be measuree separately for each unit at 

a plant, because of co~~on fuel facilities • 
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6. If the heat r~te standard is applied before both units 
have underQone their betterment outaQes, the unit which had not been 
modified, although not itself subject to a penalty, would distort 
the he~t rate for the second unit. 

7. The consultant recommended that a standard short duration 
heat rate performance test be run on Mohave Unit 1 to determine the 
heat rate to be used in the incentive calculation. 

S. The consultant has completed such a study, with 
inconclusive results. 

9. Further study is appropriate. 
10. D.93363 excludes events that occurred more than 90 days 

prior to the deCision from consideration as qualitative mod!fiers. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. D.93363 should be modified as provided in the followinQ 
order. 

2. In order to prOVide for timely modification, the effective 
date of this order should be the date of siQning_ 

IT IS ORDERED that 0.93363 shall be modified as follows: 
1. Application of the incentive procedure is limited 

to the 98x of enerQY costs recoveree throuQh the ECAC. 
2. Implementation of the Gross Heat Rate Standard is 

deferred until both units at a coal plant station have undergone 
their betterment outaQe. 

3. The Gross Eeat Rate Standard for the Mohave coal plant 
should be adjusted based on the results of a lonQ-te:m heat rate 
performance study, to be monitored by the consultant and su~itted 
by Edison in its next annual ECAC :easonableness review following 
completion of the study • 
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4. Parties shall inform the Co~~ission of their intent 
to raise the occurrence of events before issuance of D.93363 
as qualitative mXifie:s within 90 days after the effective 
date of the tariff provisions filed as directed by D.93363. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated MAR 161982 , at San Francisco, California. 

JOH~ f.. mwso~ 
l-'t • ..;ldA-nt 

R1C':H:\I'tD D CltA VELLE 
l..f.O!'o:I'.KD M. CRt\1ES.. JR. 
VICTOR CALVO 
PR1SClLLA C CREW' 

Coro~ 


