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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CO.¥MISSION OF TilE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY» 
(U 339-E) fort (1) Authority to 
Revise Its Energy Cost Adjustment ) 
Billing Factors, Its Annual Energy ) 
Rate, and Its Electric Revenue ) 
Adjustment Billing Factor Effective ) 
January 1, 1990; (2) Authority to ) 
Implement Modifications to Its ) 
Energy Cost Adjustment Clause as ) 
More Specifically Set Forth in This ) 
Application; (3) Authority to Revise ) 
the Incremental Energy Rate, the ) 
Energy Reliability Index and Avoided ) 
Capacity Cost for Avoided Cost ) 
Pricing; and (4) Review of the ) 
Reasonableness of Edison's Operations) 
During the Period From December 1, ) 
1987, Through March 31, 1989. ) 
--------------------------------) 

Appltcation 89-05-064 
(Filed May 30, 1989) 

(Appearances are listed in Appendix A.) 

OPINION 

southern California Edison Company (Edison) originally 
requested authority to make the following changes to its rate 
levels effective January 1, 19901 

1. Authorize changes in rate levels to result 
in a net decrease in annualized revenue of 
$50.4 million for the 12-month period 
commencing January 1, 1990. This net 
decrease in rate levels is comprised of a 
$346.3 million decrease in the Energy Cost 
Ad1ustrnent Billing Factor (ECABF); a $257.3 
million increase in the Annual Energy Rate 
(AER); a $68 million increase in the 
Electric Revenue Adjustment Billing Factor 
(ERABF); and a $29.4 million decrease in 
base rates; 
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2. Change the ECABFs as follows. 

a. Baseline domestic service from 2.462 
cents per kilowatt-hour (kWh) to 1.165 
cents per kWh (winter) and 4.003 cents 
per kWh (summer); 

h. Nonbaseline domestic service from 6.894 
cents per kWh to 5.670 cents per kWh 
(winter) and 8.508 cents per kwh 
(summer); and 

c. For other than domestic service, change 
the average, ECABF from 4.373 cents per 
kWh to 3.312 cents pel.' kwh (winter) and 
4.487 cents per kwh (summer). 

3. Change the Energy Cost Adjustment Clause 
(ECAC) rates to increase the AER from 0.000 
cents per kWh to 0.382 cents per kWh; 

4. Increase the ERABF from negative 0.304 
cents per kWh to negative 0.203 cents per 
kwh: 

5. Adjt'st the MAABF I CLMABF I and base rate 
levels to reflect the sales forecast 
utilized in this Application; 

6. Modify Edison's RCAC tariff to terminate 
-lump sum W rate treatment of the carrying 
costs associated with fuel oil inventory, 
coal inventory, and in-core nuclear fuel 
inventory, and to terminate certain entries 
to the associated fuel inventory related­
cost memorandum account; 

, 7.. Modlfy Edison's ECAC tariff to make the 
carrying costs'associated with the fuel 
oil, coal, and nuclear fuel inventory 
levols subject to the ECABF/AER percentage 
allocationJ 

S. Modlfy Edison's ECAC tariff to make the 
gains or losses on the sale of fuel oil 
inventory, coal inventory, and in-core 
nuclear fuel inventory subject to the 
ECABF/AER percentage allocation; 
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9. Modify Edison's ECAC tariff to terminate 
the Chevron settlement rateJ the Low 
Sulphur Fuel Oil (LSFO) write-down rateJ 
and the distillate inventory write-do~n 
rate; 

10. Modify Edison's ECAC tariff to includo gas 
expenses associated with the Edison/SoCal 
pilot gas storage program in the ECAC 
balancing account, subject to the 
appropriate Cornmission-authorized EChBF/AER 
percentage allocation and reasonableness -
review; 

11. Modify Edison'~ ECAC tariff to include the 
carrying costs associated with gas 
inventory in the ECAC balancing account, 
subject to the appropriate co~~ission­
authorized ECABF7AER percentage allocation 
and reasonableness review. 

In Decisions (D.) 88-03-026 and 89-03-079 issued in Order 

Instituting Rulemaking 2, the Commission ordered Edison to annually 

update, in its ECAC proceedings, the Incremental Energy Rate (IER) 

used in the calculation of avoided cost energy prices, the Energy 

Reliability Index (ERI), and the combustion turbine (CT) proxy 

deferral value used in the calculation of avoided cost capacity 

payments. Therefore, Edison requests that the Commission adopt the 

followingt 

1. The IER for the ECAC {precast period, time­
differentiated; 

2. The annual avoided capacity cost price, 
time-differentiated and based ont 

a. A change in the current ERI to reflect 
changes in resource mix and system 
reliability forecast for the ECAC 
forecast period; and 

b. A change in the current annualized CT 
proxy capacity cost. 

If Edison's requests are approved by the Commission the 

net impact on various customer groups iSI 
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Customer Group 

Domestic 
Lighting - Sm. & Med. Power 
Large Power 
Agricultural & Pumping 
Street & Area Lighting 

Total 

Total Revenue Change 
Dollars Percentage 

(In Millions) Change 

$ 36.4 
(34.0) 
(40,0) 
(7.9) 

(4.9) 
(50.4) 

$ 1,7% 
(1.4%) 
(2.4%) 
(3.9\ ) 

(6,8%) 
(0,8%) 

(Red FiguI'e) 
Edtson also requested that the Commission find thatl 

1. Edison's fuel and energy-related costs 
I'ecorded in the ECAC balancing account from 
December 1, 1987, through March 31, 1989, 
were reasonable; and 

2. The incentive rewards, calculated pursuant 
to the Nuclear Unit Incentive Procedure and 
the Coal plant Incentive Procedure, are 
reasonable. 

~ These last two items were deferred to phase 2--the Reasonableness 
Phase--of this proceeding and will be resolved in a subsequent 
decision. 

• 

The Commission's Division of Ratepayer AdVocates (DRA) 
prepared an evaluation report on Edison's forecast and recommended, 
in August 1989, that Edison's rates be increased by $28 million. 
It sets forth its comparisons 

ECAC 
AER 
ERAM 
Base 

Total 

DRA Rate Revision proposals 
(Millions of Dollars) 

SCE ORA Difference 
SCE vs. DRA 

$(346.3) $(271.4) $74.9 
257,3 265.6 8.4 
68.0 63.2 4.8 

(29.4) (29.4) 0 
(50.4) 28.0 78.4 

(Red Figure) 
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ORA also recommended! 
1. The lump sum carrying cost of fuel oil 

inventory and the memorandum account for 
tracking any differences in the recorded 
and authorized carrying costs as well as 
any gain~ qr losses on sales of fuel oil 
inventory be retained. 

2. The coal and in-core nuclear fuel 
inventories and their associated carrying 
costs should continue to be treated 
identically with the treatment for fuel oil 
inventory carrying costs. 

3. The balances in the Chevron Settlement, 
LSFO write-down, and distillate write-down 
accounts be transferred to the ECAC 
balancing account to be amortized, as 
requested by Edison~ 

4. Expenses incurred in the pilot Gas Storage 
program be recorded in the ECAC balancing 
account at 100% subject to refund if found 
to be unreasonable after review in Edison's 
next ECAC proceeding • 

parties actively participating in the hearing were the 
Cogenerators of Southern California (CSC), the California 
Cogeneration Council (CCC), Toward Utility Rate Normalization 
(TURN), the Industrial Users (lU), the california Large Energy 
Consumers Association (CLECA), the Federal Executive Agencies 
(FEA), and the California Manufacturers Association (CMA). Issues 
contested at the hearing, in addition to the forecast revenue 
change, included the IER and the IER's time-differentiate4 
application for the forecast period, the effect of the Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District (SMUD)-Edison contract on rates; the 
proper treatment for fuel inventory related costs; the appropriate 
fuel oil inventory level; whether the marginal energy cost 
calculation should exclude the fixed demand and transportation 
charges; the proper revenue allocation; and rate design • 
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Public hearing was held before Administrative Law Judge 
Robert Barnett. 
The Incremental Energy Rate tIER) 

In 1978, the federal government enacted tho Public 
Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA), which required electric 
utilities to interconnect qualifying facilities (QP) to their grid 
and purchase all energy based on avoided cost pricing. During the 
forecast period, January-December 1990, Edison expects to purchase 
22,253 gigawatt-hours (gWh) of energy from 326 QFs with 
4,230 megawatts (MW) of dedicated capacity (approximately 3,200 ~rN 

of effective capacity). The energy and capacity expense from these 
QFs is expected to be $1,080.4 million and $481.7 million, 
respectively. The total amount of payments to QFs during the 
forecast period is projected to be $1,562.1 million. While QF' 
energy is expected to supply 29% of Edison's total purchases of 
energy, current estimates indicate that QF expense will comprise 
over 59% of the fuel and purchased power expense during the 
forecast period. 

The price paid by Edison to the QFs is determined by 
estimating the British thermal units (Btu) the utility would 
consume to produce another kilowatt hour of electricity (called the 
incremental energy rate or IER) and mUltiplying the IER by the 
average cost of gas to the utility. The intent is that the 
ratepayers be indifferent to whether the extra kilowatt hour of 
electricity is produced by the OF or the utility. If the IER is 
set too high it means that the utility could have produced that 
extra kilowatt hour of electricity cheaper, and the ratepayers are 
harmed. set too low and the OFs are harmed. 

The IER set in Edison's 1988 ECAC decision (D.88-09-031) 
was 9,763 BtU/kWh. In this application Edison asserts that 
9,197 Btu/kWh is reasonable; ORA proposes 9,394 Btu/kWh; and two 
organizations representing QFs, the CCC and the esc, propose IERs 
of 9,765 Btu/kWh and 9,800 Btu/kWh, resp~ctively • 
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The issue of the IER is very important to Edison's 

ratepayers because OF payments now represent a la~qo, growing 

portion of Edison's resource mix. QF payments now represent over 

30% of Edison's total resource mix, a larger portion of Edison's 

fuel and purchase power budget than oil and gas pu~chases combined. 

QF payments for gas-fired fuel generators are diroctly proportional 

to the IER, since energy payments to these QFs aro equal to the IER 

times the utility avoided gas or oil prices. Tho difference 

between Edison's position of 9,197 and the esc recommended 

9,800 Btu/kWh represents approximately $15 to $20 million to 

Edison's ratepayers in QF payments, making IERs a highly contested 

issue between the utility and QFs. A substantial portion of 

Edison's revenue requirement depends upon the magnitude of the 

adopted IER. The higher the IER the hi9her the revenue 

requirement. 
Edison, ORA, eec, and esc devoted considerable testimony 

based upon complex computer forecasts to support their proposed 

IERs which support a range of forecast revenue requirement and a 

range of incremental ener9Y rates. During the course of their 

presentations the parties discussed compromising their differences 

and making a joint recommendation to the Commission. Those 

discussions resulted in Exhibit 19 (attached as Appendix B), their 

recorr~endation that the Commission adopt an average annual IER of 

9,586 BtU/kWh and a total revenue requirement reduction of 

$65.6 million. The time-differentiated IERs for the forecast 

period are recommended to bet 

Peak 

Summer 13,652 

Winter N/A 

Mid 

8,450 
10,647 

Off 

8,670 
9,617 

Super Off-Peak 

N/A 
8,175 

The recommendations are within a reasonable zone of the 

expected values for revenue requirement change and IER and will be 
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adopted. This adopted result, however, should not be construed to 

be acceptance of the methodology or assumptions underlying the 

parties' estimates of Edison's revenue requiremont or the IER. 
Fuel Oil Inventory Level (FOIL) 

Edison maintains sufficient fuel oil in inventory at its 

generating units to sustain oil burns which could result in the 

forecast period from the potential shortage or curtailment of gas 

supplies and the unavailability of Edison's non-oil energy 

resources such as coal, nuclear, hydroelectric, and purchased 

power. Edison's and DRA's oil inventory recommendations are 

summarized in the table below. 

Comparison of Oil Inventory Recommendations 
(Millions of Barrels) 

seE ORA Difference 

Minimum Oil Inventory 3.3 3.3 0.0 
Level (MOIL) 

Potential Oil Burn 2.7 1. 21 / (1. 5) 
Total 6.0 4.4- ( 1.6) 

1/ The column adds to 4.5 but DRA recommends 4.4. 

The difference between the ORA and Edison forecasts is 

the amount of oil required lor the Potential oil Burn (POB) 

component which is the oil used to resupply individual generating 

units during oil burns until resupply of oil from outside sources 

is established. Edison urges its POB forecast should be adopted 

becauset 

o ORA's forecast POB is based upon -average­
conditions which will not ensure adequate 
reliability of service, whereas Edison's 
forecast provides sufficient reliability 
lor the occurrence of lower probability 
events as well as average conditions • 
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o DRA's analysis did not consider the costs 
of not being able to serve Edison's 
customers but only the reduction in 
carrying costs associated with its 
recommendation, whereas Edison's analysos 
optimized carrying costs and the cost of 
unserved load. 

o Moreover, ORA's approach, when corrocted 
for the actual average number of days of 
gas curtailment for the period 1984 through 
1988 (26 days, not 14) yields a total fuel 
oil level of 5.5 million barrels and would 
be higher if DRA had included gas 
curtailment data from 1989. 

Thus, Edison asserts the Commission should adopt a forecast level 
of six million barrels for the forecast period. 

ORA's forecast is based on assuming a sustained burn rate 
of 85,000 barrels for 14 consecutive days. Edison estimates 
45 days. 

On cross-examination it became apparent that ORA's two 
witnesses who testified regarding the proper fuel oil inventory 
level gave contradictory testimony. One witness testified that the 
potential oil burn component should be based upon the average 
number of days of gas curtailment sustained by Edison over the 
five-year period 1984-88 multiplied by an average oil burn rate of 
85,000 barrels per day; and that the average number of days of gas 
curtailment over that five-year period was 14 days. The other ORA 
witness testified that he derived the 14-day average number of days 
of gas curtailment by averaging the four years 1984-1987. This 
witness said that curtailment days in 1988 and 1989 were not 
considered because they were dry hydro years plus 1989 had a cold 
winter; they were not -average year- conditions. The actual number 
of days of gas curtailment for the period 1994-88 was 26 days, not 
14. We conclude that the witness who testified regarding the 
appropriate potential oil burn based his consideration on an 
erroneous assumption--that the average number of curtailment days 
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during 1984-88 was 14. Had he used a 26-day averago, he might have 

reco~~ended a POB of 2.2 million barrels. We arc not, however, 

going to guess at what he might have recommended. Rather, we will 

adopt the Edison recommendation of a 2.7 POB as it 1s more 

credible. 
Edison bases its recommendations on its racont experience 

with the burn rates which can occur during an oil burn, the time to 

reliably obtain oil resupplies in the market, and the time to 

transport oil to its generating station. It bases its 2.7 million 

barrel POB forecast on the need to be able to sustain an 85,000-

barrel oil burn for 45 days. Its witness testified that 45 days is 

crucial because it takes, on average, 45 days for Edison to begin 

to receive oil frOM its supplier, at 500,000 barrels a day, when it 

orders oil to replace the burn. He testified that Edison's burn 

days were rapidly increasing, in the period June 1989 through May 

1989 Edison had 140 burn days; between June 1987-May 1988 about 43 

burn days • 
A POB of 2.1 million barrels provides only 32 days of 

burn at 85,000 barrels a day. The difference is made up by the 

station inventory of approximately 1.9 million barrels, which is 

part of the minimum oil inventory level. In winter, Edison's 

reserves are over 7 million barrels going down to S.2 million in 

the summer months, with a yearly average of 6 million barrels. 

Because the primary function of fuel oil inventory is to 

provide insurance against natural gas shortages or curtailments and 

the unavailability of Edison's non-oil energy resources, and 

because Edison has suffered increased curtailments over the last 

t~ree years, which are greatly in excess of the 14-day curtailment 

forecast by ORA, we will adopt the Edison forecast of 2.7 million 

barrels for the POB element of its fuel oil inventory. The dollar 

difference between the Edison forecast and the ORA forecast is 

based on carrying costs for the fuel oil inventory. The carrying 
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costs for Edison's 2.7 million barrel estimate exceeds DRA's 1.2 
million barrel estimate by approximately $1,000 / 000. 

Lump Sum Ratemaking 
Edison proposes termination of lump sum r~temakinq 

treatment for costs associated with fuel inventorios commencing 
January 1, 1990. Lump sum treatment means that tho utility is 
guaranteed a fixed sum each forecast period to covor its fuel 011 
costs rather than having those costs subject to balancing account 
treatment. Edison's proposal would subject the following costs to 
the applicable ECABF/AER percentage allocationt 

1. Carrying costs associated with fuel oil 
inventory; 

2. Carrying costs associated with coal 
inventory; 

3. Carrying costs associated with in-core 
nuclear fuel inventory; and 

4. Gains or losses on the sale of fuel oil, 
coal, and in-core nuc"lear fuel inventories • 

In conjunction with the proposal to terminate lump sum ratemaking 
treatment, Edison also propose~ terminating entries (other than 
accrued interest) to its fuel inventory-related cost memorandum 
accounts as of January 1, 1990. 

Edison's proposal would treat all costs associated with 
fuel inventories in a manner consistent with other fuel, purchased 
power, and other energy-related expenses in accordance with the 
Commission's policy regarding the consist~nt rate treatment of 
ECAC-includable energy expenses. Th~ Commission has previously 
stated I 

-It is appropriate to provide consistent rate 
treatment for all fuel-r~lated expenses by 
including all expenses in both the AER and ECAC 
and giving them consistent percentage 
recovery.- (Emphasis added.) (0.82-12-105.) 
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More recently, when reviewing toe DRA lump sum proposal in a San 
Diego Gas & Electric Company's (SDG&E) ECAC proceeding, the 
Conmission statedt 

-We decline to adopt DRA's lump sum appronch for 
fuel oil inventory. We find no explanation as 
to why this particular energy expense should be 
segregated from other expenses and givon 
different treatment.- (0.81-12-069.) 

Edison's proposal is also based upon express Commission 
policy regarding lump sum ratemaking treatment for fuel inventory­
related costs for all electric utilities. In 0.89-01-012 (pacific 
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E» the Commission statedt 

~The DRA proposal was first reviewed in Edison's 
ECAC proceeding, it was next reviewed in 
SDG&E's ECAC proce~ding, and it was once again 
reviewed in this proceeding. The proposal has 
now been thoroughly explored, and based on the 
testimony received in this proceeding, we find 
that there is nothing new to add: the SDG&E 
decision should be the final word on the 
subject. Accordingly, for the reasons set 
forth in the 5DG&E decision (D.87~1~-069), we 
conclude that the lump-sum proposal should not 
be adopted for any of the regulated electric 
utilities.- (Emphasis added.) 

DRA argues that lump sum treatment is appropriate for fuel oil 

ratemaking becauset 
o 

o 

Lump sum treatment was established as an 
incentive for Edison to more closely 
control and monitor fuel inventory costs. 
Edison has not provided evidence that this 
raternaking incentive has not accomplished 
this objective. 

Inventories for both coal and nuclear fuel 
are related to plants operated as base load 
units. The inventories for fossil units 
are maintained as a type of insuranca 
policy, using fuel inventory when less 
expensive gas resources are unavailable. 
The lump sum has functioned to maintain 
this insurance policy at an optimal level • 
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The language in the two decisions cited by 
Edison does not explicitly adopt 
recommendations that apply to all 
utilities. Only a Commission ruling con 
accomplish that effect. 

o The Edison oil inventory system is unique 
to those of other utilities in California. 
Because of Edison's centralized facilities 
and its resupply strategy, Edison is in a 
position to more accurately control and 
maintain fuel inventory levels that affect 
its entire fossil generation system. The 
lump sum treatment provides an incentive to 
control the costs associated with this 
inventory that may not be relevant to other 
utilities. 

Our most recent decisions on this subjoct clearly show 
that we prefer to treat fuel related costs consistently and that 
lump sum ratemaking should no longer be adopted for electric 
utiiities. Therefore, we adopt Edison's position. The ratemaking 
treatment for caxrying costs and gains and losses on sales 
associated with fue~ inventories (i.e., fuel oil, coal, gas, and 
nuclear) should be the same as for any other fuel and purchased 
power expense, i.e., they should be subject to the applicable 
ECABF/AER percentage allocation for ratemaking tre~tment. 
Marginal Energy Costs (HEe) 

Edison asserts t~at marginal energy costs for time-of-use 
periods should be c~lculated by multiplying a fuel price bi' the 
time-differentiated marginal energy cost IERs adopted in Edison's 
last general rate case. In this proceeding, Edison's recommended 
ME~S are based on the average annual IER of 9,626 Btu/kWh adopted 
in 0.97-12-066 for the NEe calculation and an updated average price 
of gas, including demand and transportation charges. ORA opposes 
the use of the general rate case (GRC)-adopted IERs in the 
calculation of MECs. The FEA and IU oppose including demand and 
transportation charges in the calculation of MECs • 
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IU and FEA assert that to consider Edison's gas demand 

and transportation charges in the calculation of marginal energy 

costs 1s erroneous because those charges do not vary with changes 

in forecast energy consumption and should not be factored with the 

calculation. They argue that this ECAC proceeding is a proper 

forum to consider the issue because in 0.88-04-026 we found it 

reasonable -to consider marginal ener9Y costs in ECAC proceedings, 

because energy costs are based on fuel costs, which the ECAC 

proceedings are desi9ned to quantify· (at sheets 4-5). 

The testimony of IU's witness wast 

-The demand charges that Edison pays to SoCal 
Gas are established in SoCal's ACAP and GRG 
cases. An annual fixed charge is adopted based 
on the adopted forecast of Edison's purchases. 
This annual charge is collected monthly in 
proportion to forecast monthly sales to Edison. 
In other-words, monthly payments on a fixed 
annual charge are established in the context of 
a SoCal gas rate case and will not change until 
a new charge is established in a subsequent 
case. Since small (marginal) changes in 
Edison's current consumption cannot change 
these forecasted volumes, they cannot be 
considered a part of marginal energy costs,-

IU argues that Edison's large power users are responsible 

for over 30% of Edison's_marginal energy costs. should demand and 

transportation charges be excluded marginal energy costs would be 

about 21% lower. FEA echoes IU's arguments. 

In D.87-12-066, the Commission stated that Edison's ECAC 

proceedings for 1989 and 1990 should not relitigate the marginal 

cost structure and levels adopted in that decision. In 

D.88-04-026, the Commission found it reaso~able -to consider 

marginal energy costs in ECAC proceedings, because energy costs are 

based on fuel costs, which the ECAC proceedings are designed to 

quantify.-
In D.87-12-066, the Commission adopted an average gas 

price of $2.52 per million British thermal unit (MMBtu) for 
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calculation of MECs. This value included both transportation and 

demand charges. Based on D.87-12-066 and 0.88-04-026, which 
allowed the fuel cost issues to be considered in ECAC proceeding~ 

(but not MEC structure) Edison has updated the avorage price of gas 

without incorporating any methodological change such as excluding 

gas demand and transportation charqes as proposed by IU and FEA. 

Edison argues that the components of th~ gas prico to be included 

or excluded in NEC calculations in this proceeding should not be 

chanqed from what was adopted in D.87-12-066. Theso issues should 

be litigated in rate cases. 
Edison believes that a long-run approach to calculation 

of MECs provides consistent, long-term price signals to customers 

and results in further stability in the rates. For instance, the 

adoption of the MECs proposed by IU and FEA results in an increase 

of .1S¢/kWh to domestic customers under a 100% equal percentage of 

marginal cost (EPXC) revenue allocation scenario, placing these 

. customers further away from an EPMC revenue allocation at their 

presently authorized rate levels. 
TURN argues that any change in demand that can be 

statistically forecast in the Southern California Gas Company 

(SoCalGa~) Annual Cost Allocation Procedure (ACAP) will cause a 

chanqe in the demand and transportation charges assigned to Edison. 

Only the smallest instantaneous changes which cannot be forecast 

will leave Edlson1s gas price unchanqed. Thus, only in the extreme 

short-run can marginal cost not include gas demand and 

transportation charges. Marginal cost is the change in cost due to 

-a small change in output. OVer time, such small changes are 

captured by forecasting methQ4ologies and lead to changes in gas 

transportation and demand charges. 
TURN asserts that the proper gas price for calculating 

NEC depends on which components of the gas price change when the 

amount of energy produced by Edison's electric department changes. 

Any component of the gas price allocated by throughput will change 
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in response to a change in electric department demand. The fact 

that portions of the gas price, specifically the transportation 

component and the demand component, change with n lag does not 

indicate that these components should be ignored when calculating 

the gas price. 
The conclusion that utility electric gonoration (UEG) 

costs should be used to calculate MEC, TURN beliovos, is consistent 

with the approach taken in the two general rate case decisions 

issued since gas unbundling. In 0.87-12-066, Edison's test year 

1988 rate case, the Commission used the average cost of gas to 

calculate marginal enerqy costs. (0.87-12-066, pp. 194, 211). 

Similarly, the average cost of gas was used in 0.88-12-085, SDG&E's 

1989 test year rate case, without discussion. (D.88-12-085, p. 22, 

App. E). ORA (or its predecessor Public Staff Division (PSD» 

supported the use of average gas prices in both those cases. 

PG&E's most recent ECAC decision also used the UEG rate to 

calculate the IER used to determine avoided cost payments • 

(0.88-11-052, pp. 56-57.) 
In summary, TURN contends that since 0.86-12-009 

unbundled gas rates almost three years ago, every Commission 

decision considering the proper gas price to be used for 

calculation of marginal energy cost, avoided cost, or the IER has 

used a gas price based on the average cost of gas. 

Edison, in summary, argues that in 0.87-12-066 the 

Commission approved inclusion of gas demand and transportation 

costs as part of the gas cost used to determine marginal energy 

costs. The Commission later found (0.89-04-026) that the complete 

r~litigation in intervening ECAC proceedings of marginal cost 

structure and levels adopted in the general rate case was 

inappropriate but found it reasonable to consider changes in energy 

costs in ECAC proceedings. Since 0.87-12-066 was issued after 

0.86-12-009, the Commission specifically determined that marginal 

costs should not exclude gas demand and transportation charges for 
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Edison. Moreover, depending on the time horizon under 
consideration, gas demand charges are avoidable and are only fixed 
for a given period. For example, the gas demand charges paid by 
Edison to SoCalGas are modified on at least an allnua.l basis to 
reflect changes in gas demand from prior forecast poriods. Thus, 
changes in energy consumption will change the dcmnnd and 
transportation charges paid by Edison when considored over a longer 
time period than a year. 

In regard to ORA's position, Edison ar9uos that ORA's 
marginal energy cost calculation also modifies the marginal energy 
cost structure adopted in 0.87-12-066. That decision specifically 

concludedt 
• ••• that the Commission has endorsed the 
calculation of two IERs--one for marginal 
energy cost determinations and one for avoided 
energy cost determinations.-

ORA's use of the avoided cost IER for the determination of marginal 
energy cost is therefore inconsistent with 0.87-12-066 and 
effectively changes the marginal energy cost structure. The 
marginal energy cost structure adopted in 0.87-12-066 should be 
retained in accordance with 0.88-04-026. 

We agree with Edison and TURN; the arguments of IU, FEA, 
and ORA merely reiterate prior positions which we have found in 
recent decisions to be unpersuasive. No new facts have been 
adduced which cause us to change our holdings. 
The Edison-sacramento Municipal 
utility District (SMUDl Contract 

The issue in dispute is the treatment in 1990 of non-fuel 
related revenues from Edison's Power Sale Agreement (the agreement) 
with SHUO. Fuel related revenues from such off-system sales are 
routinely credited to Edison's ECAC balancing account or assigned 
to the AER. Only the remaining non-fuel related revenues are now 
disputed. The net revenues in question are approximately $30 
million for 1990 (including 3 mills/kWh for incremental O&M 

- 17 -



• 

• 

• 

A.89-0S-064 ALJ/RAS/btr· 

costS).1 TURN believes that the revenues from this agreement 
should be credited to ratepayers because ratepayers pay a return on 
the assets and the salaries of the employees that generate the 
power sold to SMUD. Edison believes that the revenues from the 
SXUD sale during 1990 should accrue to shareholders because these 
revenues were not forecast during the 1988 test year general rate 
case (TY 1988 GRC) (Application (A.) 86-12-047). Edison agrees 
that the ratepayers should recelve the net revenues produced by 
this agreement starting in 1991. The California Department of 
General Services supports TURN; DRA takes no position on this 
issue. 

TUru~ has three responses to Edison's position. First~ 

Edison should not be allowed to profit from its own failure to 
inform the Commission about the SMUD sale during the pendency of 
its GRC. Second, the Commission has long recognized that items 
with the potential financial impact of the SMUD sale should be 
captured between GRC test years. Finally, having Edison ratepayers 
pay the cost of generating power for SMUD while Edison's 
shareholders reap the benefits is simply inequitable. 

Edison's test year 1988 GRC was filed in December 1986. 
Hearings on the GRC began in early 1987 and continued through 
September. The GRC decision (D.87-12-066) was issued on 
December 22, 1987. During the pendency of the GRC, Edison was 
negotiating the agreement with SMUD, but did not inform the 
Commission of this fact. 

Negotiations between Edison and SHUD were as follows. 
Sometime before April 13, 1987, Edison began negotiating with SKUD 
for a possible long-term power purchase. In a letter to Edison 

1 TURN estimates the revenues to be closer to $40 million, but 
we have done our Own analysis and believe $30 million is more . / 
conservative and prudent. The adopted ratemaking treatment will yr 
cure any inaccuracy • 
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dated April 13 1 1987, SHUD indicated that it wished to continue 
negotiations for an agreement of at least five years' duration 
beginning on January I, 1990 for, among other things, -Firm Power -
up to 300 megawatts for at least 10 hours per day.-

On August 10, 1987, SHUD issued a forronl request for 
proposals (RFP) to supply up to 400 MW of capacity to SHUD. Edison 
and SHUD continued negotiations which resulted in Edison's 
subfflitting a draft agreement dated November 24, 1987. This 
agreement was formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU) 
signed on January 15, 1988. The MOU states in partt 

-This Memorandum of Understanding represents ~ 
binding commitment of the Parties to proceed in 
good faith to negotiate a definitive contract 
that includes the terms and conditions set 
forth herein on or before July 31, 1988.­
(Emphasis added.) 

The agreement was executed August 10, 1988 and was to be made 
effective January 1, 1990. 

TURN argues that Edison should not profit from its 
failure in 1987 to forecast revenue from the SMUD sale. Edison 
argues that because the revenues from the SHUD sale were not 
forecast in its GRC, it need not credit these revenues to 
ratepayers. Edison's position is that in test year ratemaking, the 
Commission adopts a forecasted level of expenses and miscellaneous 
revenues, including revenues from off-system sales, for the test 
year and the two subsequent years--the attrition years. Edison 
contends that since its GRC decision, D.87-12-066, did not include 
revenues from the SHUD sale for attrition year 1990, these revenues 
should accrue to shareholders. 

TURN responds that the only reason that the SMUD sale 
revenue was not forecast in the GRC is that Edison failed to inform 
the Commission that it planned to enter into a power sale with SHUD 
that was to begin on January I, 1990. If Edison had revealed this 
fact to the Commi~sion, the proper miscellaneous revenue credit 
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either could have been forecast for the 1990 attrition year or the 
issue could have been held open for reevaluation in a subsequent 
proceeding. TURN says that the timing of the Edison-SMUD 
negotiation with the timing of Edison's 1988 test year GRC reveals 
a clear overlap. 'l'hroughout the pendency of tho GHC, Edison was 
deeply involved in negotiations with SMUD. Whilo the GRC hearings 
were going on Edison was responding to the SMUD In··p. A month 
before the GRC decision was issued, Edison had ronched a draft 
agreement with SHUD. Some three weeks after the GRC decision, 
Edison and SMUD signed a final binding MOU on the power sale. 

Edison asserts that the SMUD negotiation was one of many 
power sale negotiations taking place during this period, most of 
which did not result in agreements and not one of which was brought 
to the DRA's or the Commission's attention. It argues that there 
is no requirement for utilities to inform the Commission of all 
power sales contracts that· might be executed during the test year 
or attrition years no matter how speculative those sale~ might be • 

Requiring a utility to inform the Commission of all 
possible power sales contracts, no matter how uncertain, would be 
poor regulatory policy in Edison's opinion. Such a requirement 
would be unduly burdensome to the utility and would require the 
Commission to examine a large number of potential power sales 
contracts, many of which may never be executed. The Commission 
would also be placed in the position of forecasting the level of 
off-system revenues not only for the test year, but for the 
attrition years as well, regardless of how speculative those 
estimates might be. 

TURN replies that forecasted revenues and.expenses in the 
GRC are properly adjusted to reflect extraordinary events expected 
to occur during attrition years. When a forecast for of (-system 
sales revenues is adopted in the GRC for the test year and the two 
attrition years, the forecasted amount of these revenues need not 
be the same in all three years. TURN contends this is entirely 
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consistent with the Commission's treatment of various kinds of 

expenses which are forecast during the GRC to arise in the 

attrition years. For example, in Edison's most recent GRC 

decision, the Commission increased base rates by $9.9 million in 

the 1989 attrition year -to reflect a change in jurisdictional 

allowance due to a decrease in FERC jurisdictional aales.­

(D.87-12-066, p. 41.) Similarly, additional revenuos were 

authorized in attrition years 1989 and 1990 to reflect the cost of 

time-of-use meters authori?ed for installation during 1989 and 

1990. (Id.) 
TURN cites PG&E's test year 1987 GRC, in which the 

Commission authorized expenses for PG&E's fleet replacement program 

in attrition years 1988 and 1989, where the amount adopted for 1988 

was some $16 million higher than the amount adopted in the test 

year. (D.86-12-095, p. 228.) For attrition year 1989, an 

additional $2 million was authorized for this program. (Id.)· In 

allowing these attrition expenses, the Commission noted ·PG&E 

proposes specific treatment of the Fleet Replacement Program 

because the associated costs are significant. • •• - (Id.) Other 

attrition year allowances have been routinely granted during GRC's 

for expenses forecast to occur during attrition years. (See e.g., 

PG&E GRC, D.93-12-068 (1983) 

14 CPUC 2d 15, 66.) 
As dll these decisions clearly demonstrate, in TURN's 

opinion, additional revenues can be authorized in the GRC for 

expenses that will increase in attrition years. By the same token, 

revenues that will not materialize until the attrition years can be 

forecast in the GRC. Therefore, TURN concludes, Edison's claim 

that off-system sales revenue credits are fixed in the GRC. for the 

test year and the attrition years is simply inconsistent with 

Commission practice. 

Edison responds that TURN's citations are inapposite. 

Edison argues that the common denominator of the decisions cited by 

- 21 -



• 

• 

• 

A.89-05-064 ALJ/RAB/btr· 

~URN is that the authorized adjustments to the attrition allowances 

weret and reasonably could be, identified prQspectively in the 

general rate case. Because Edison did not have il final power 

purchase agreement with SHUD (or a reasonable expectation that such 

an agreement would be executed) during the pendency of the 1988 

GRC, the 1990 off-system reVenues for the SHUD sales were properly 

not forecast in Edison's 1988 GRC. Therefore, TURN's proposed 

adjustment to Edison's 1990 base rates should be rejected. 

TURN, anticipating Edison's cl~im that revenue, if any, 

from the SMUD contract could not be forecast in 1988, submits that 

this fact still would not indicate that these revenues should go to 

shareholders. If the Commission had been made aware of the SHUO 

contract it could have simply directed that the amount of SMUD 

contract revenues be determined in a subsequent proceeding. 

TURN cites D.84-07-108 where the Commission ordered that 

certain items affecting General Telephone's revenue requirement be 

reviewed in its 1985 attrition filing. (General Tel. GRC (1984) 

15 CPUC 2d 599, 665.) In a later case, explaining why those items 

should be quantified in an attrition filing, the Commission stated 

those items -had potential revenue requirement repercussions 

and ••• we lacked sufficient data to reflect (the revenue requirement 

impacts) in our adopted test year 1984 results of operations.­

(0.85-03-042, p. 45.) 
Similarly, TURN cites 0.87-04-074 where the Commission, 

after a decision in PG&E's general rate case, test year 1987, had 

been issued, ordered PG&E to calculate the effects of a workforce 

reduction plan on its revenue requirements for the test year and 

succeeding years. The workforce reduction had been announced two 

working days before PG&E's 1981 test year GRC decision 

(0.86-12-095) was issued. (0.97-04-074, pp. 1, 4-5.) PG&E's 1988 

attrition filing ultimately resulted in a $123 million revenue 

requirement decrease from the workforce reduction. (Resolution 

(Res.) E-3061, p. 4; Res. G-2755, p. 3.) A subsequent attrition 
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filing for 1989 resulted in a further decreases duo to the 

workforce reduction. (Res. E-3116, p. 3.) The Commission agreed 
to determine the financial impacts from the workforco reduction in 

subsequent attrition filings because PG&E ar9ued that these impacts 

could not be determined at the time of the GRC. (0.97-04-074, 

p. 5.) Edison did not attempt to explain or distln~uish these two 

cases. 
In the same vein, TURN points out that this Co~nission 

has modified attrition year forecasts when events subsequent to the 

test year show that the utility w~ll receive ~evenuo to which it is 

not entitled. TURN cites General Telephone 0.85-12-081 which 

authorized a 1996 attrition allowance which was modified in 

0.86-06-008 where we reduced General Telephone's financial 

attrition allowance by $9.2 million because of its lower embedded 

cost of debt, and 0.85-12-071, followed by Resolution G-2587, where 

we reduced PG&E's attrition allowance by $40.4 million because 

PG&E's authorized rate base for 1984 exceeded its recorded rate 

base by some $294 million. 
Edison distinguishes both cases. It arques that the 

change to General Telephone's 1986 attrition allowance cannot be 

considered a change which was not previously authorized by the 

Commission because a change to the embedded cost of debt is one of 

the specific cost components that the Commission has ordered would 

be examined in establishing an attrition allowance. In 

0.95-12-076, the commission concluded that ·Commencing with the 

1986 attrition year, all utilities should reflect the updated cost 

of embedded debt and preferred stock in their ARA filing.­

Therefore, the Commission merely implemented its intent as stated 

in 0.85-12-076 to use the updated cost of embedded debt for General 

Telephone in 0.85-12-081. Edison contends there is no analogous 

provision in the attrition rate adjustment (AHA) for reconsidering 

the level of off-system sales, and TURN cites no such authority • 

- 23 -



• 

• 

• 

• • 

A.89-05-064 ALJ/RAB/btr· 

In the second decision, 0.85-12-071, the Commission 
ordered the adjustment to PG&E's attrition allowance on the basis 
that. (1) PG&E was earning over its authorized rate of return, and 
(2) the additional earnings resulting from tho difference between 
recorded and authorized rate base levels wero not due to management 
efficiency or increased productivity. Edison m~intains that the 
factors identified in 0.85-12-011 which would allow for an 
adjustment to an attrition allowance are not p~osent with respect 
to the SHUD sales. First, Edison does not project that it will 
exceed its authorized rate of return during 1990. In fact, Edison 
estimates that its recorded 1990 rate base will be approximately 
$235 million greater than the level of rate base authorized by the 
Commission for 1990, resulting in a revenue shortfall of 
approximately $45 million. 

Second, the power purchase agreement with SHUO is 
directly the result of management efficiency and increased 
productivity. This is the type of efficiency and prOductivity that 
the Commission has sought to promote and that will ultimately 
benefit ratepayers over the life of the SHUO contract. The 
contract between Edison and SMUD will enable Edison to more 
productively use its existing generating resources ,that would 
otherwise go unused. The contract will provide needed energy and 
capacity to SHUD's customers and will result in additional revenues 
that will benefit Edison's shareholders in the short-run while 
lowering ratepayer rates in the long-run. For all of these 
reasons, Edison believes, TURN's reliance on 0.85-12-081 and 
D.85-12-071 is misplaced and TURN's position is inconsistent with 
sound regulatory policy. 

Edison contends that SMUD revenues are economy energy 
sales whose non-fuel revenues should be excluded from ECAC in 
conformance with 0.92496. TURN's response is that the SHUO sale is 
not an economy energy sale. The SMUO contract is a sale of a 
minimum of 300 MW of capacity and associated energy for 10 years • 
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The Commission has described economy energy as sales occurring 
·when it is cheaper for a utility to purchase rather than generate 
its energy requirements. These sales are intermittent and provide 
savings to both the buying and selling utility.- (0.85-10-050, 
p. 1.) The SMUD sale is nothing like an economy onergy sale, in 
TURN's opinion. 

In order to improve overall efficiency among California 
utilities, TURN says, the Commission has provided incentives for 
utilities to make short term economy energy sales on a shared 
savings basis. (0.85-10-050, p. 7.) No similar reason exists for 

-
giving utilities an incentive to make long-term sales of capacit.y 
and energy using ratepayer funded assets and employees. As 
Edison's witness admitted during cross-examination, if the SXUO 
contract ~ere to have begun in 1991 and thus had been included in 
forecasted rates for the 1991 test year, Edison would still have 
had an incentive to sign "the contract so long as the contract 
recovered Edison's costs. PG&E did the same. PG&E also has a 
long-term power sale contract with SMUD. In the PG&E GRC, PG&E and 
the DRA agreed without dispute that the revenues from PG&E's SMUD 
contract should be credited to ratepayers. 

Edison next argues that it is unfair to adjust rates to 
reflect the SHUD sale revenue because it violates the Commission's 
policy of allowing utilities to keep any cost saVings it can 
generate between rate cases. TURN asserts that Edison has confused 
savings generated by a utility's efficiency or productivity 
increasas with revenues generated from the sale of power produced 
at ratepayer expense. The former reflects the application of 
innovation or management acumen to reduce the cost of providing 
service. The latter represents the increased use of capital assets 
on which ratepayers pay the utility a return and employees whose 
salaries are paid by ratepayers. 

TURN closes by observing that no conceivable reason 
exists to give utilities incentives to generate additional revenues 
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by having their own ratepayers pay to generate powor which they 

then sell to another utility.· This is not an incentive to exercise 

business acumen, but rather an invitation to utility executives to 

stick their hands in the ratepayers# pockets. As tho Commission 

noted when ordering PG&E-to refund over-earnings duo to unrealized 

forecasted rate base additionst 
-An attrition year increase is not a right of 
the utilities. Rather, it is a regulatory 
mechanism which was developed in efforts to 
protect California utilities from the effects 
of uncontrollable economic conditions, 
primarily inflation. We note that staff#s 
recognition that certain adjustments to 
attrition year increases are appropriato when 
economic conditions are favorable does not 
constitute 'one-way back schemes.' To tho 
contrary, under California regulatory policy, 
the state's utilities are provided numorous 
protections in the form of ECAC, ERAM, GAC and 
other balancing accounts. It mak~s sensp. that 
ratepayers should share the benef1ts of an 
improved economy, lower customer growth or 
other uncontrollable fattors, given the many 
regulatory protections the utilities enjoy when 
economic conditions are unfavorable.­
(0.85-12-071, p. 14.) 

Discussion 
To resolve the issue we must consider two questions; 

(1) How would the Commission have treated the SHUD sale if the 

negotiations had been brought to the Comrnissionis attention during 

the pendency of the 1989 test year rate case? If the Commission 

would have included the SHUD sale in setting the 1990 attrition 

year adjustment, then (2) Did Edison have a duty to inform the 

Commission of the pending negotiations or should we make the 

adjustment for 1990 regardless of whether Edison had a duty to 

inform? 
It is clear to us that had we known of the SKUD sale 

during the pendency of the 1998 test year rate case we would have 

either included the revenue from the sale in our calculation of the 
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1990 attrition year (cf. Edison GRC 0.87-12-066, FERC 
jurisdictional sales, time-of-use meter expense.) or, more likely, 
we would have held the item open for adjustment whol\ the facts 
became known. (0.84-07-108 (General Telephone) and 0.87-04-074, 
PG&E GRC, workforce reduction in attrition year.) 

The more difficult question is whether ~dison had a duty 
to inform us of the negotiations or whether we should adjust 
regardless of whether Edison had a duty to inform? In our opinion 
Edison had a duty to inform us of the pending salo. (Cf. Edison 
0.89-01-939, p. 1, Finding of Fact 8, -Edison withheld information 
that could have lowered the adopted cost cap •••• We clearly did 
not intend to reward Edison for withholding information •••• • 
(p. 5).) If we would have adjusted 1990 attrition results for the 
sale, then Edison should not benefit from its failure to inform us. 
Edison certainly informed us of out-of-test year expenses it wanted 
included in the 1990 attrition year. It should also inform us of 
out-of-test-year revenue. By this holding, we are not requiring 
Edison to inform us of every contract in negotiation during the 
test year; nor are we opening the way for an attrition year rate 
case to adjust revenues and expenses. The SMUO sale has a major 
impact on revenue, which was known at the time of the GRC. 
Although the definition of -major impact- is of necessity 
imprecise, a rule of thurili guide is to ask--if the amount were an 
expense would the utility request an adjustment in its GRC for the 
attrition year? Edison and other utilities have asked for 
attrition year expense adjustments of a magnitude much less than 
$30 million. A revenue adjustment in this case, therefore, is not 
unreasonable. 

Edison asserts that if the issue is to be raised it 
should be done by reopening the 1966 TY GRC. We disagree. The 
issue was raised in this proceeding, evidence was presented by bOth 
parties, and it was extensively briefed. To repeat this effort in 
another proceeding would exalt form over substance. Edison asserts 
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that the SMUD contract is a result of management officiency and 

increased productivity that the Coromission seeks to promote. We 

disagree. AnY contract that contributes to margin can be so 

characterized. That doesn't exempt it from being included in 

revenues. The increased productivity we referred to was more in 

line with producing the same amount of electricity at less cost. 

Edison argues that the SMUD sale is an off-system Gale and that 

this Commission excludes from ECAC the non-fuel-ro1ated revenue 

components of such sales. But we do not exclude the non-fuel-

. related revenue in the test year, and the SMUD contract should have 

been reported in the test year. Edison has agreed that tho revenue 

should be included in 1991. We are including it in 1990 as well. 

TURN recommends that we include both fuel and non-fuel 

revenues in the ECAC, as a general rule, for all Off-system sales. 

We will not adopt TURN's recommendation as it would change the 

basic premise of the ECAC proceeding, which is to consider fuel 

revenues and expenses. On occasion we have made an exception to 

this procedure, as in this application, but the exceptions should 

be infrequent. Otherwise we will be approaching full blown rate 

cases, which the ECAC procedure is supposed to avoid. 

Ratemakinq Treatment 

Both the non-fuel related revenues and expenses from the 

SMUD contract are uncertain. Over the term of the contract the 

revenues will become certain, but the inherent uncertainty in 

allocating non-fuel related expenses prevents balancing account 

treatment. Those expenses have two elementst (1) incremental O&M 

costs associated with production of the contract energy, and (2) 

contribution to the utility's fixed costs. We will allow Edison to 

recover its incremental O&K costs by retention of a share of the 

non-fuel related contract revenues: The CPUC-jurisdictional share 

of all remaining non-fuel related revenues will go to ratepayers by 

crediting Edison's ERAM balancing account. In anticipation of 

those revenues we will reduce revenues from Edison's ERAM balancing 
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rate by $30 million. The balancing rate reduction will have no 
long term impact on either ratepayers or shareholdors, but will 
minimize future ERAM account imbalances. 

The ERAM c~edits to ratepayers should continue until off­
system sales revenues from the SMUD contract aro oxplicitly 
included in setting Edison's base rates. That should occur at the 
beginning of attrition year 1991. We note that in 0.69-08-036, 
regarding the proposed Edison-SDG&E merqer, Edison was ordered to 
file a 1991 attrition application on or before March 30, 1990. 
That application should include the effect of SHun revenues, 
returning those revenues to a forecast basis. 

The only remaining ratemaking issue is the proper value 
for incremental O&M expenses. We could order Edison to determine 
the specific costs that comprise incremental O&M, but such a study 
would be unreasonably burdensome for the revenues considered in 
this application, and other parties should have the opportunity to 
participate. We will instead adopt TURN's value of 3 mils per kWh 
as a reasonable proxy for the forecast period • 

We will order Edison to report back to the Commission the 
SMUD contract deliveries and revenues recorded during the forecast 
period. 
Energy Sales to SMUll 

TURN and Edison disagree about the amount of energy 
Edison will sell to SHUD in 1990. TURN believes, based on the 
ALJ's ruling in the 1990 PG&E ECAC (A.89-04-001), that 1,190 gWh is 
a reasonable forecast for use ~n this proceeding. Edison initially 
forecast sales of 790 gWh l but reduced its forecasted sales in its 
rebuttal testimony and is now forecasting 519 gWh. 

Edison initially estimated sales of 790 gWh by assuming 
that SHUD would purchase 300 MW of year-round capacity at an annual 
capacity factor of 30\. In making its initial estimate, Edison 
acknowledged that the amount of energy SHUD would purchase was 
dependent on the continued operation of the Rancho Seco Nuclear 
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plant (Rancho Seco). On June 6, 1989, the SMUD olectorate voted to 
permanently close Rancho Seco, which will cause SMUD to buy more 
rather than less energy. We observe that in recoqllition of the 
Rancho Seco shutdown,' the CEC recommended that tho basic data set 
used in 1.89-07-004 (the Biennial Resource Plan Ulxiate) be changed 
to reflect the shutdown of Rancho Seco. The CEC forecasts Edison's 
1990 sales to SMUD at 1,524 gWh. 

Edison decreased its forecast because it concluded that 
sales to SMUD were likely to begin in June rather than in January 
1990, a conclusion stemming from activities at FERC. For Edison to 
serve SMUD a PG&E interconnection is required. In mid-1989, PG&E 
filed an interconnection rate schedule with FERC which covered, 
among other things, rates for the PG&E portion of the Edison-SMUD 
deliveries. SMUD objected to the filing and requosted a suspension 
to June I, 1990. Edison assumed the request would be granted. It 
was not. On Oc\ober 31, 1989, FERC issued its opinion (Re PG&E, 
Docket ER89-475-000) accepting PG&E's proposed rates for filing and 
suspending them, to become effective on January 1, 1990, subject to 
refund. 

Because of these events, and especially the effect of the 
FERC order allowing purchases to begin January 1 rather than 
June I, we believe that Edison's current estimate of 519 gWh 
understates the amount of energy it will sell to SMUD. In 
contrast, TURN's 1,190 gWh estimate is reasonable under the 
circumstances of this case. This estimate is toward the middle of 
the estimated range for Edison's sale to SMUD (from the CEC's 
1,524 gWh to Edison's 519 gWh) and has the additional advantage of 
allowing the Commission to use consistent forecasts of the same 
activity in different proceedings. 
Revenue Allocation 

Edison, supported by DRA and TURN, proposes that the 
revenue requirement authorized in this proceeding be allocated to 
customer groups using a weighted average of 2/3 EPMC and 1/3 system 
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average percent change (SAPC) revenue allocation with a 2.5\ cap on 
inc~eases to customer groups over SAPC. They maintain this ~evenue 
allocation is consistent with the Commission's policy to move all 
customer groups toward EPMC and considers the circumstances 
existing at this time to mitigate rate impacts to tho domestic 
customer group. 

In 0.87-12-066, Edison's TY 1989 GRC decision, we adopted 
the policy to move all customer groups toward EPMC based upon the 
circumstances existing at the time of the rate change. This means 
that, to the extent practical, the total revenue requirement should 
be allocated to customer groups based upon their share of the 
utility's marginal cost. In 0.88-09-031, in Edison's 1998 ECAC 
proceeding, and 0.89-06-049, in Edison's 1989 ECAC -trigger­
proceeding, we continued to move rates toward EPMC using a weighted 
average of 1/3 EPMC and 2/3 SAPC revenue allocation with a 2.5% cap 
over SAPC on increases to customer groups. Consistent with these 
decisions, Edison's revenue allocation proposal moves all customer 
groups closer to EPMC while mitigating rate impacts for the 
domestic customer group. 

FEA proposes to allocate Edison's revenue requirement 
100% EPMCwith no cap. CLECA recommends 100\ EPMC revenue 
allocation with a 5\ cap on increases above and decreases below 
SAPC for all customer groups. IU recommends 100\ EPMC revenue 
allocation with a maximum percentage increase assigned to any 
customer group of 7.5%. 

B~sically, FEA, CLECA, and IU raise three issues in 
opposition to Edison's proposed reVenue allocation. 'They contend 
that (1) the Commission intended to achieve full EPMC revenue 
allocation by 1990 regardless of the existing circumstances; 
(2) Edison's proposal does not make enough movement toward full 
EPMC at this time; and (3) Edison's weighted average SAPC/EPMC 
revenue allocation dilutes the effect of marginal costs in the 
revenue allocation process • 
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These opposed to Edison's proposal baso their opposition 

on FindIng of Fact 299 in 0.87-12-0661 

-Because the intent of this decision is to 
achieve a full EPMC revenue allocation for 
Edison by 1990, it is reasonable to roflect 
this intent in any revenue allocation proposed 
for Edison in 1989 and 1990." 

But they fail to give due weight to our statement 1n the same 

decision that. 
·We intend to achieve full EPMC reVenue 
allocation for Edison as soon as possible, ••• 
We believe, however, that to achieve our goal 
of full EPMC and ensure rate stability the 
adopted revenue allocation for the two years 
following the tesL year should be based on the 
circumstances existing at that time,-

clearly, we did not intend to achieve full EPXC by 1990 Hithout 

considering other circumstances such as adverse rate impacts. 

The second issue raised by the opponents addresses the 

question of how far the domestic customer group should move toward 

EPMC in. this proceeding. Since the 1988 GRC, the domestic customer 

group average rate ha~ increased significantly. On January 1, 
1988, Edison's domestic customer group rates were increased 5.5% 
above the system average change. Then, on October 1, 1988, nine 

months later, the domestic customer group received an increase that 

was 2.5% above the system average change. On July I, 1989, another 

nine months later, they received an increase that was again 2.5% 
above the system average change. Now, it is proposed that on 

February 1, 1990, eight months after the last movement toward EPMC, 

the domestic customer group receive an increase that is once again 

2.5\ above the system average change, Revenue allocation proposals 

offered by those in opposition could increase domestic rates as 

much as 8.7%. A cap greater than 2.5\ over the system average 

change is excessive when coupled with the recent increases and the 

consistent, steady movement toward EPMC that the domestic customer 

group has made over the past few years • 
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The third issue raised by the opponents is that a 

combination of SAPC and EPMC does not provide enollqh emphasis on 

the role of marginal energy costs in revenue allocation. However, 

we have consistently used this approach for Edison. The revenue 

allocation adopted both in D.88-09-031 and 0.89-0G-049 used a 

weighted average SAPC/EPMC revenue allocation as woll as a cap of 

2.5%. Thus, it has been our judgment that the combination of SAPC 

and EPMC proposed by Edison, DRA, and TURN has properly reflected 

the effects of marginal energy cost in the movement toward EPV.C. 

A revenue allocation of a weighted average of 2/3 EPMC, 

1/3 SAPC with a 2.5% cap is reasonable and will be adopted. It is 

set forth in Appendix o. 
Rate Design 

Edison and ORA have not proposed any changes to the 

methodology adopted for designing rates, including large power 

rates, from those adopted in 0.87-12-066 and 0.88-09-031. In 

compliance with those decisions, Edison (1) set the off-peak energy 

rate at 5¢/kWh (absent the Public Utilities Commission 

Reimbursement Fee (PUCRF», (2) set the on- and mid-peak energy 

rates (where applicable) based upon the proposed marginal energy 

cost ratios, and (3) increased or maintained customer and demand 

charges in accordance with DRA's class equal percent change (CEPC) 

rate design adopted in 0.88-09-031. 
In D.88-04-026, on page 21, the Commission stated in 

Conclusion of Law 5* 
-Edison's intervening ECAC and offset 
proceedings prior to its n~xt general rate case 
should not serve as forums for the relitigation 
of the marginal cost structure, rate design, or 
revenue allocation policies adopted in 
0.87-12-066.- (Emphasis added.) 

FEA believes that Edison should base its rate levels on a 
100% EPMC rate design. FEA contends that Edison's present rates 

overcharge high load factor customers. In addition IU believes 
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that the Commission should reconsider the present method of 

treating rate design considering the delay of Edison's next GRe. 

In order to realign time-of-use (TOU)-8 rate components with their 

EPMC relationships, lU recommends generally incroQsing the demand 

charges and decreasing energy charges. 

Since D.88-04-026 prohibits the relitignlion of rate 

design policies adopted in D.87-12-066 until Edison's next GRC, the 

GRC-adopted rate design policies used by Edison should be adopted 

in this proceeding. 
Edison and DRA propose to reduce the domestic nonbaseline 

rate to baseline rate ratio in order to gradually begin phasing out 

the existing differential consistent- with Senate Bill 987 hy 
increasing the baseline rate 2.5i more than the domestic customer 

group's average increase. The remainder of the domestic revenue 

requirement was allocated to the nonbaseline rate, increasing this 

rate by 1.1\ and subsequently reducing the nonbaseline rate to - ~ 
baseline rate ratio from the current ratio of 1.53a1 to 1.46.1. No 

parties have raised any objections to this proposal and it should 

be adopted. 
Edison proposed a correction to two agricultural and 

pumping schedules, TOU-Ak~-2 and TOU-PA-1 (which are both closed 

to new customers). Rates are designed for these schedules on a 

different basis than most of Edison's seasonal time-of-use 

agricultural and pumping schedules as the rate design methods prior 

to 1988 were maintained. In doing so, the winter mid-peak rate is 

gradually becoming greater than the summer on-peak rate for the 

energy charges. Edison submitted an alternative rate design 

proposal that corrects this problem and does not significantly 

adversely impact customers. No parties have objected to this 

proposal. We will adopt the alternative rate design proposals for 

Schedules TOU-ALMP-2 and TOU-PA-l. 
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Other Issues 
1. Termination of LSFO and Distillate Invontory 

Write-down Rates and Chevron Settlement Rate 

Edison proposed termination of the LSFO inventory write­
down rate, the distillate inventory write-down rato, and the 
Chevron contract settlement rate effective Janunry 1, 1990. Edison 
also proposed that effective January 1, 1990, tho remaining 
balances in these accounts be transferred to the ECAC balancing 
account for amortization. ORA agrees with Edison's proposal. We 
will adopt it. 

2. Reinstatement of the AER 
By order of 0.88-05-074 and 0.89-01-040, the AER was 

suspended pending a final order in the forecast phase of this 
proceeding. Edison recommends that the Commission adopt an AER of 
.381¢/kWh effective January 1, 1990, offset by an equal and 
opposite ECABF change of .381¢/kWh so that there will be no change 
in total ECAC rate levels effective January 1, 1990. Fuel and 
purchased power costs will be recoverable on"the basis of the 
applicable ECABF/AER percentage allocation. The AER and the ECABF 
that are consistent with Appendix C will be effective February 1, 
1990, and there will be no need for the equal and opposite AER and 
ECABY changes on February 1, 1990. 

3. Seasonal Adjustment to Rates 
As part of its rate consolidation proposal, Edison 

proposed a change (effective January 1, 1990) that would mitigate 
the undercollection in the ECAC balancing account in the summer and 
overcollection in the winter. Under Edison's current rate 
structure, the ECABF d~es not vary appreciably, on a cents per 
kilowatt hour basis, between summer and winter. Yet, Edison's fuel 
and purchased power expenses are higher in the summer than in the 
winter which has caused undercollections in the summer of up to 
$250 million. At the same time, Edison's current base rate 
structure produces more base rate revenues in the summer months 
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compared to the winter months which causes seasonal earnings 

fluctuations. 
Edison made the following proposal which affects the 

domestic class only and which was unopposed by any partyt 
Increase summer ECABFs by $250 millionl 
Decrease summer base energy rates by $250 million; 
Decrease winter ECABFs by $250 millionl and 
Increase winter base energy rates by $250 million. 

These changes are both rate and revenue neutral and will be 

adopted. 
4. Energy Reliability Index 

DRA and Edison both recommended that the Commission adopt 
an ERI of 0.0 for the forecast period. No party opposed this 
recommendation. It will be adopted. 

5. Low Income Ratepayer Assistance Program 
0.89-09-044 authorized the implementation of a low income 

ratepayer assistance (LIRA) program. In compliance with that 
decision, Edison calculated a LIRA program low income surcharge 
(LIS) of .028~/kWh designed to recover the costs of the LIRA 
program. The LIS is based on the kWh sales and domestic customer 
group rate levels proposed by Edison in this proceeding and the 
determinants adopted in 0.89-09-044. The LIS should be made 
effective on the effective date of the authorized ECAC rate change 
by advice letter filing. No party opposed this recommendation. It 
will be adopted. The revenue effect is set forth in Appendix O. 

6. Modeling Recommendation of the DRA 
DRA claims that there are unresolved modeling issues 

remaining in this proceeding. ORA recommends that the Commission 
issue an order that Edison file its ECAC revenue requirement and 
avoided cost IER based on the output from the same ptoduction cost 
model. Edison says that it is well aware of the Commission's 
pr~ference to use a consistent production cost model for both 
revenue requirement and IER calculations and has also indicated a 
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similar preference. Edison has cOffiQitted considorable resources to 
develop the data base necessary to do so. Theroforo, Edison 
intends to submit its next ECAC filing using a production cost 
model to forecast both revenue requirement and 11m. A Commission 
order compelling Edison to do so is unnecessary. 

7. Agricultural and Pumping Intra-class 
Revenue Allocation 

The California Farm Bureau Federation advocates the need 
for intra-class revenue allocation for all agricultural rate 
schedules contending that there may be inappropriate collections 
within the class. Edison has agreed to provide marginal cost 
revenues for rate schedules PA-l t PA-2, TOU-PA-I, TOU-PA-B, and 
TOU-ALMP-2 by the next general rate case. Howevor, in Edison's 
opinion, whether such information will result in a decrease in 
revenue allocated to the agricultural and pumping group is unclear 
at this time. Data is now being collected but it may not be 
sufficient • 

8. . Pilot Gas Storage Program 
Edison is participating in a Corr~ission authorized gas 

storage program developed by SoCalGas. This is a pilot program and 
Edison's ability to effectively utilize gas storage is not proven. 
Therefore, Edison did not reflect expenses associated with the 
pilot program in its 1990 fuel and purchase power forecast. ORA 
also did not forecast the expenses associated with this program in 
the forecast period. ORA recommends that 100\ of the expenses 
incurred by Edison for this program be recorded in the ECAC 
balancing account subject to refund if found to be unreasonable in 
the next ECAC proceeding. In general, all fue~ inventories should 
be treated in a manner consistent with all other fuel and energy 
expenses. However, because both ORA and Edison agree that the 
expenses associated with this pilot program cAnnot be forecast with 
reasonable certainty, Edison does not object to ORA's 
recommendation. It will be adopted • 
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Rate Increase 
The rate increase authorized by this decision is 

$59.6 million to be effective February 1, 1990. The following 
table sets forth the revised estimates as of September 5, 1989 of 
Edison and oRA for the accounts in issue in this proceeding (except 
the Edison-SMUO contract), plus their recommendod ~doption and our 
actual adopted rate revision. Our adopted ratc revision differs 
from the Edison/oRA recommendation because it is based on more 
recent information. 

ECAC 
AER 
ERAM 
Base 
MAAC 
TOTAL 

ECAC Proceeding 
Edison-ORA Rate Revision Proposals 

(Millions of DOllars)· 

SCE ORA Recommended 
(Revised 9i5L89} AdoQtlon 

$(322.2) $(359.5) $(355.7) 
260.0 255.8 256.2 
63.2 63.2 63.2 

(29.9) (29.4) (29.4) 
(0.3) 0 0 

(29.1) (69.9) (65.6) 

(Red Figure) 

AdoQted 

$(354.7) 
256.3 
63.2 

(29.9) 
(0.3) 

(65.4) 

* Totals may not add due to rounding. 

Edison proposed to consolidate several rate changes 
currently scheduled to occur between September 1989, and 

~ 

V 

February I, 1990, into a single rate level change effective 
February I, 1990, with revenue allocation and rate design as found 
to be reasonable in this decision. All parties concurred in this 
proposal. We will include in the consolidation our adjustment for 
anticipated Edison-SKUo contract revenues and the LIRA program ~ 
surcharge • 
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The rate changes to be consolidated are set forth in the 
table below. A more detailed esbirnate is set forth in Appendix C. 

Line 
No. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7 • 

8. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Proposed Revenue Consolidation 
(Millions of Dollars) 

sept. 19 Jan. 1 Jan. 
Rate Action 1989 1990 1990 

(1) (2) (3) 

Palo Verde 2i.1 $20.2 $ $ 

palo Verde 3J / 20.2 

Palo Verde l!/ 

1990 Attrition2! 40.5 

ECAC Proceeding (65.4) 

SMUD non-fuel revenues 

LIRA program 

Total 20.2 (24.9) 20.2 

(Red Figure) 

Advice Letter 841-E, filed 7/21/89. 

Advice Letter 851-E, filed 11/13/89. 

Advice Letter 852-E, filed 11/13/89. 

20 Feb. 1 
1990 

(4 ) 

$ 

72.3 

(30.0) 

1.8 

44.1 

Based on return on common equity of 12.85\ (0.89-11-068) 
Resolution E-3112 • 
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This decision was first issued as a proposod decision. 
All parties filed comments pu~suant to Rule 77. Wo have reviewed 
the comments and find them unpersuasive except for changes 
resulting from (1) technical items, (2) more curront information 
regarding rate changes from other proceedings which are being 
incorporated herein, and (3) a reconsideration of the fuel oil 
inventory level. The result of these changes is tho.t rates will be 
increased by $59.6 million rather than $43.6 million. The fuel oil 
inventory level change adds approximately $1,000,000 to the 
increase; the increase in rate of return in D.S9-11-068 adds 
approximately $15,000,000. 

Pursuant to Rule 76.54, TURN requests a finding of 

eligibility for compensation in this proceeding. TURN alleges that 
in D.89-04-021 it has been found to have met its burden of showing 
financial hardship for calendar year 1989 and estimates the 
compensation to be sought as approximately $37,000. 
Findings of Fact 

1. An average annual IER of 9,586 BtujkWh is reasonable • 
2. The time-differentiated IERs for the forecast period aret 

Peak Mid Off SUQer Off-Peak 
Summer 13,652 8,450 8,670 N/A 
winter N/A 10,647 9,617 8,175 

3 • It is reasonable to adopt a fuel oil inventory level 
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5. Marginal energy costs for time-of-use periods should be 
calculated by multiplying a fu~l price by the timo-differentiated 
marginal energy cost IERs adopted in Edison's last general rate 

case. 
6. Edison's gas demand and transportation charges should be 

included in the calculation of marginal energy costs as we did in 

the 0.97-12-066. 
7. The use of avoided cost IERs for the dotermination of 

marginal energy cost is inconsistent with 0.87-12-066 and should 
not be adopted. 

8. The net non-fuel related revenues in 1990 from Edison's ~ 
power sale agreement with S}ruo should be credited to ratepayers in 
1990. The amount of those revenues is approximately 

$30 million. 
9. Edison's test year 1988 general rate case was filed in 

December 1986 and a decision was issued December 22, 1987. During 
the pendency of the general rate case Edison was negotiating the 
agreement with Sh~D, but did not inform the COmMission of this 
fact. On April 13, 1987, SHUD told Edison that it was to continue 
negotiations for an agreement of at least five years duration 
beginning January I, 1990, for among other things, firm power up to 
300 MW for at least 10 hours a day. 

10. On August 10, 1987, SMUD issued a formal request for 
proposal to supply up to 400 MW of capacity. On september 18 
Edison responded to that proposal; SMUD indicated in October or 
November that it was favorably inclined to accept Edison's 
proposa1. Edison submitted a draft agreement on November 24, 1987 
to S}{UD. This agreement was formalized in a memorandum of 
understanding signed January 15, 1988. ~ 

11. At no time during the pendency of the 1988 rate case did 
Edison inform the Commission or its staff of the pending Edison­
SHUD contract. Had we known of the SHUD contract during the 
pendency of the 1988 test year rate case we would have either 
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included the revenue from the sale in our calculation of the 1990 
attrition year or, more likely, we wou~d have held the item open 
for adjustment when the facts became known. 

12. Edison had a duty to inform us of the nogotiations as the 
SHUD sale had a major impact on revenue which was known at the time 
of the general rate case. 

13. Until non-fuel related. revenues from tho SHUO contract 
are explicitly included in determination of base rates, it is 
reasonable to allow Edison to recover its incremental O&M costs at 
a rate of 0.3 cents per kwh. All remaining CPUC-jurisdictional 
non-fuel related revenues should be credited to Edison's EPAM 

balancing account. 
14. The reasonable estimate of sales from Edison to SMUD in 

1990 is 1,190 gWh. 
15. It is reasonable to allocate the revenue requirement 

authorized in this proceeding to customer groups using a weighted 
average of 2/3 EPMC and 1/3 SAPC with a 2.5% cap over SAPC on 
increases to customer groups. This revenue allocation is 
consistent with the Commission's policy to move all customer groups 
toward EPMC and considers the circumstances existing at this time 
to mitigate rate impacts to the residential customer group. ~ 

16. The rate design proposed by Edison.is reasonable and will 
be adopted. It is set forth in Appendix E. 0.88-04-026 prohibits 
the relitigation of rate design policies adopted in 0.87-12-066 
u~til Edison's next general rate case. 

17. It is reasonable to terminate the LSFO inventory write­
down rate, the distillate inventory write-down rate, and the 
Chevron contract settlement rate effective February 1, 1990. The 
remaining balances in these accounts shall be transferred to the 
ECAC balancing account for amortization. 

18. It is reasonable to adopt an AER of .~81~/kWh effective 
February 1, 1990. Since the AER and the ECABF consistent with 
Appendix C will be effective February 1, 1990, there will be no 

- 42 -



• 

• 

. . 
A.89-0S-064 ALJ/RAS/btr * 

need for the equal and opposi~e AER and ECASF changes on January 1, \ 
1990. Fuel and purchased power costs will be recoverable on the 
basis of the applicable ECABF/AER percentage allocation. 

19. Edison's proposal to mitigate the undorcollection in the 
ECAC balancing account in the SUF~er and overcollection in the 
winter is reasonable and is adopted. 

20. An ERI of 0.0 for the forecast period is reasonable and 
is adopted. 

21. A LIRA program low income surcharge of .028¢/kWh is 
reasonable and is adopted. 

22. Edison shall submit in its next ECAC filing a production 
cost model to forecast both revenue requirement and IER. 

23. Edison shall provide marginal cost revenue in its next 
general rate case for rate schedules PA-l, PA-2, TOU-PA-l, 
TOU-PA-B, and TOU-ALMP-2. 

24. One-hundred percent of the expenses incurred by Edison 
for the pilot gas storage program shal~ be record~d in the ECAC 
balancing account subject to refund if found to be unreasonable in 
the next ECAC proceeding. 

2S. It is reasonable to increase rates for Edison by $S9.6 ~ 
million to be effective February I, 1990 in accordance with the 
table set forth on page 38 of this decision, which 'is found 
reasonable. 

26. The consolidation of several rate changes as proposed by 
Edison is reasonable. 

27. It is reasonable to reduce Edison's ERAM balancing rate 
in the amount of $30 million annually, in anticipation of revenues 
credited from the SMUD contract. 

28. The increases in rates and charges authorized by this 
decision are justified, and are just and reasonable. The adopted 
rates are set forth in Appendix E. 

29. TURN has met the requirement of Rule 76.S4(a) and is 
found eligible for compensation in this proceeding • 
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Conclusion of Law 

The application should be gra~ted to tho extent set forth 
in the following order. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that t 
1. A 10% annual energy rate (AER) is reinstnted for Southern 

California Edison Company (Edison) effective Februnry 1, 1990. 
2. An average annual incremental energy rato (IER) of 

9,586 British thermal units per kilowatt-hour (Btu/kWh) should be 
used to determine the price paid by Edison to qualifying facilities 
(QF). 

3. The fuel oil inventory level for forecast year 1990 is 
6.0 million barrels. 

4. Lump sum ratemaking should not be used for costs 
associated with fuel inventories. The carrying costs and gains and 
losses on sales associated with fuel inventories are subject to the 
applicable energy cost adjustment billing factor (ECABF)/AER 
percentage allocation. Edison should file tariffs in accordance 
with its proposal to terminate entries to its fuel inventory 
related memorandum accounts, except for accrued interest, until 
such time that the Commission has rendered a decision regarding the 
reasonableness of the entries to the memorandum accounts. 

5. until non-fuel related revenues from its power sale 
agreement with Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SHUD) are 
explicitly included in determination of base rates, Edison shall 
credit the jurisdictional share of such revenues, less the 
jurisdictional share of 0.3¢/kWh, to its Electric Revenue 
Adjustment Mechanism (ERAM) balancing account. These credits shall 
become effective coincident with the other rate changes authorized 
by this decision • 
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6. The revenue requirement authorized in this proceeding 

shall be allocated 2/3 equal percentage of marginal cost (EPMC) and 

1/3 system average percent change (SAPe) with a 2.5\ cap over SAPC. 

7. The low sulphur fuel oil (LSFO)inventory write-down rate, 

the distillate inventory write-down rate, and tho Chovron contract 

settlement rate are terminated effective February 1, 1990. The ~ 

rem~ining balances in these accounts shall be transferred to the ~ 

energy cost ·adjustment clause (ECAC) balancing account for 

amortization. 

8. An AER of .381~/kWh is adopted effective February I, 

1990. 
9. Fuel and purchased power costs ldll bo rocoverable on the 

basis of 90% ECABF/I0% AER effective February 1, 1990 through the 

remainder of the forecast period. 

10. Edison may mitigate the undercollection in the ECAC 

balancing account in the summer and overcollection in the winter in 

accordance with its proposal in this proceeding • 

11. An energy reliability index (ERI) of 0.0 for the forecast 

period 1990 is reasonable and is adopted. 

12. A low income ratepayer assistance (LIRA) program 

surcharge of .028~/kWh is reasonable and is adopted. 

13. Edison may file on three days' notice to the Commission ~ 
and to the public tariffs setting forth the adopted rates set forth 

in Appendix E of this decision, to be effective no earlier than 

February 1, 1990. 
14. Rates approved under Advice Letters for Palo Verde Units 

1, 2, and 3 shall be effective February 1, 1990. 

15. Rate changes approved for Edison's 1990 financial 

attriti~n, in A.89-05-021, and operation attrition, by Advice 

Letter No.850-E, shall be effective February 1, 1990. 
16. Edison shall reduce its ERAM balancing rate enough to 

reduce revenues by $30 million annually, effective coincident with 

the other rate changes authorized by this decision • 
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11. Edison shall file revised monthly distribution 
percentages under the ERAN as contained in Appendix C to Exhibit 6 
in this proceeding, in accordance with the procedure set forth 
therein. 

18. On or before February 15, 1991, Edison shall file with 
the Commission Advisory and Compliance Division and all parties to 
this proceeding a report on the operating results of its power sale 
agreement with SMOD. The report shall include, for each month from 
February through the end of 19901 energy delivered, peak demand, 
total revenue, CPUC jurisdictional revenue, and the split of that 
revenue into components for the ECAC balancing account, AER, 
incremental operations and maintenance eXpDnSp.s at 0.3 cents per 
kilowatt-hour, and credits to the ERAM balancing account. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated JAN 2 -1 1990 , at San Francisco, California • 

G. MITCHEll. WllK 
Pre'3kfent 

fHEOEmC;< n. nUDA 
STANLEY W. HULETT 
JOHN B. OHANIAN 
PATR:ClA M. ECKERT 

Commissk>ners 

I CERTTIFY tHAT THIS DECISION 
WAS APPROVED BY THE ABOVE 

COh\MISSJONER~S TODAY. 

. . 
/) 

~ I· 

~ . p'Z~ ~
' 

WESLEY fRANKLINI A~ing EKocutiv$ Director 
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APPENDIX A 

List of Appearances 

Applicant! Bruce A. Reed, Frank J. Cooley, Richard K. Durant, and 
Julie A. Miller, Attorney at Law, for Southern California Edison 
Company. 

Interested partiest Michael P. Alcantar, Attornoy at Law, for 
Messrs. Lindsay, Hart, Neil & Weigl€r; Richal'd Daish, Michael A. 
Ferguson, and Randolph Wu, Attorneys at Law, (or El Paso Natural 
Gas Company; Messrs. Morrison & Foerster, by Jorry R. Bloom and 
Sarah M. Rockwell, Attorneys at Law, for California Cogeneration 
Council; Messrs. Jackson, Tufts, Cole & Black, by William H. 
Booth and Evelyn Me Cormish, for California Large Energy 
Consumers' Association; Matthew v. Brady, Attorney at Law, and 
Law Offices of Dian M. Grueneich, by Barry H. Epstein, Attorney 
at LaWt for California Department of General Sorvices; Messrs. 
Brobeck, Phleger & Harrison, by Gordon E. Davis, Attorney at 
Lawt for California Manufacturers Association; Karen Edson, for 
KKE & Associates; Norman J. Furuta and ~ynthia B. Hall, 
Attorneys·'at Law, for 'Department of the Navy; Paul J. Kaufman, 
for Cogenerators of Southern California; Thomas Knobloch, for 
Drazen Brubaker & Associates; William B. Marcus, for JBS Energy, 
Inc.; A. Kirk McKenzie, Attorney at Law, for California Energy 
Commission; Karen Norene Mills, Attorney at Law, for California 
Farm Bureau Federation; Donald G. Salow, for Association of 
California Water Agencies; Donald Schoenbeck, for ReS, Inc.; 
Michael P. Florio and Joel R. Singer, Attorneys at Law, for 
Toward Utility Rate Normalization; Messrs. Downey, Brand, 
Seymour & Rohwen, by Philip A. Stohr, Attorney at Law, for 
Industrial Users; Nancy Thompson, for Barakat, Howard & 
Chamberlainj Robert B. Weisenmiller, for Morse, Richard, 
Neisenmiler& Associates; Harry K. Winters, for Regents, 
University of california~ David B. Brearley, Attorney at LaW, 
and Messrs. Goldberq, Fiel4~an & Latham, by Arnold Fieldman, 
Attorney at Law, for the City of Vernon; Leslie J. Girard, 
Attorney at LaW, for the city. of San Diego, Reed V. Schmidt, for 
california city-County Light Association; and patrick J. 
Bittner, Attorney at Law, for himself. 

Division of Ratepayer Advocates. Ira Kalinsky, Robert cagen, and 
Hallie Yacknin, Attorneys at Law, and Bill Y. Lee. 

Commission Advisory and Compliance Division. Paul Clanon and 
Karen Shea. 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 
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JOI~T RECO!-G-1ENOATIOtl OF THE 
DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES, SOUTHERN 

C.!...LIFORNIA EDISO~I, CCGc.:~'ERATCRS OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, 
'\ND C.\LIForunA COGENERATION COUUCIL 

Soutaern California Edison conpany (nEdison~), the Division 
of Ratepayer Advocates (nORAn), the Cogenerators of southern 
California (ncSC"), and the California Cogeneration council 
(UCCC") (collectively referred to herein as the parties) jointly 
reconnend that the Cornnission adopt the following recommendations 
regarding reVenue requirement change and Incremental Energy Rate 
(UIER") in this proceeding: 

Total ReVenue Requirement Change ($65.6 million) 

Annual AVerage Incremental Energy Rate 9,586 BTO/~~ 

Based upon the annual average incremental energy rate of 
9,586 BTUj~~h reflected by this recommendation, the parties agree 
that the time differentiated IERs for the fore~ast period ~ill be 
as follows: 

Peak Mid Off Supex Off-Peak 
Sumner 13,652 8,450 8,670 N/A 

Winter Nj.\. 10,647 9,617 8,115 

This recommendation is based upon ORA's prepared testimony 
and ELFIN simUlations of the operation of Edison's system for the 
duration of the forecast period January 1, 1990 through December 
31, 1990 as adjusted to reflect certain positions Of the parties. 
The testimony of tha parties supports a range ot forecast revenue 
requirement and a range of incremental energy ra~es. However, the 
parties believe that adoption ot.this compromise position 
represents a reasonable recommendation based upon the positions 
adVocated by the parties in this proceeding. 

The parties jointly r e90mcend that the Commission adopt these 
recommendations without any further ELFIN modelling simulations 
because this result is within a reasonable bandwidth of the 
expected values for revenue requirement change and IER. 

The prepared testimony of CSc witness Donald W. Schoenbeck 
recommends, inter alia, a ~hange in the current ratemaking 
treatment of Edison's off system sales revenues. As part of this 
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joint exhibit, esc shall not offer Mr. Schoenbeck's tostinony (at 
pages 17-22 of the Prepared Testimony of Donald W. Schoenbeck and 
Ja~es ~. Ross on behalf of the eogenerators of southern 
California) into evidence nor shall esc argue in its briefs that 
the Com~ission adept such a recornnendation. 

D~ and Edison agree to subnit the issue regarding fuel oil 
inventory level (nrOILd

) for resolution by the eon~ission. DP~ 
and 2dison agree that this issue ~ill not affect the agreenent 
regarding reVenue requirement change. 

~he parties ~ill not contest in this proceeding, either in 
hearings or in any other manner beiore this cOll~lssion, or in any 
other foru~1 the revenUe require~ent chanqe and the IER 
recommendations contained in this exhibit. However, this shall 
not be construed to be acceptance of the ~ethodoloqy or 
assumptions underlying the parties' estinate of Edison's revenue 
requirement change or the Incremental Energy Rate or any of the 
resource assumptions utilized by oRA in its ELFHI sinulatkn. 

None of the principles or the methodologies underlying this 
joint exhibit shall be deemed by the connission or any other 
entity as precedent in any proceeding or litigation except in 
order to i~plement in this proceeding the reco~~endations 
contained herein. The parties expressly reserve the right to 
advocate different principles and methodologies fron those 
underlying this joint exhibit in other proceedings • 

The parties understand and agree that this joint exhibit is 
sUbject to each and every condition-set forth herein, includir.g 
its acceptance by the Comnission in its entirety and without 
change or condition. The parties agree to extend their nest 
efforts to assure the adoption of these recommendations as the 
final revenue requirecent change and IER for the forecast period. 

(END OF APPENDIX B) 
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APPENDIX E 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPAU'{ 

RATE APPENDIX 

o Residential Rates 

o Small and Medium Power Rates 

o Large Power Rates and Interruptible R~ce~ 

o Agricuitural Rates 

o Streetli9hting Rates 

Note! Rates in this appendix reflect the CPUC .~ 
reimbursement fee of $.00012/kWh and the LIRA sL£chdrge 
fee of $.00029/kWh for applicable rate schedules • 
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s.s.00 IC1l'lt~r""""I\. 
SH.1S 1\11 co. (CTOt'Kt t....-d 
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• Oo"'ullc h .. ,... .. t kh&..h tI: $\.nft, IUS"'"' ~"I'" • 1.000 tlllll 
Vlnht It.,on elltc""...,t 0 1.000 tlllll 

Sto""" Sch&..h t t (S/Sl~ tl/J $tC U.9S III Il.IS M 
In·t lost hlt '.121 Cenl.tlIA 

III • 
Itl. 

to.ZS 

t.HZII 
•. ncol 5'L. 0 
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RAIE lEVU SlWAU ..•......•.•.•..••...• .•.••.... ~ ... ~~ ...... ~ ..•..•..•...••••...•••. 
••.•.....••.. __ ..... I t[ME-RELATEO I I Ml:UU1 I I ,.,'" < ... " «"") I •..........•.••. ..•..••.•.......... leVStctl.E. (WGE [l(I'AliO CIiAAG£ U/11I) ~(XA\~ C'~G£ (J/11I) ........ 6t~!~~.~!~~ .... eus I CtlU II RATE .- .••....••...•..•.•• ....•...•.••.•.....••. . .....• 4._ ...• ~ •..•• _ 

(,!<(U> SUHI(}l( rr/O!y I S/M.) r I $UTlCr r I Vinter I SlrI':let II \/tnttr .................. ....... , ..•...•... ..................... . ............ . ........... .......... • ....... II ............. 

.................. I+A SECr 21Z.6:» 
lA.~ G£ fV,.'U: ()I( U.4S 2.95 9."(6 .................. H[D 2.Z5 0.00 1.2M 8.365 

Off 0.00 0.00 2.S'0 2.540 
1-5-A ralr 21Z.n - 0'1 14.15 2.15 8.511 
H[o 1.1S 0.00 6.SlS 1.SZl 
Off 0.00 0.00 2.S~O ~.S40 

1'5-A SUB: Z61.00 
O'f '1.15 0.25 S.s.s~ 
HII) I.M 0.00 ".4~ 5.U9 
Ofr 0.00 0.00 2.HO l.S~O 

1'5-8 SEC: 172.8S 
O!I U.45 l.~ '0.~~6 
KID 1.2S 0.00 8. 7"~ 9.M:» 
Oft 0.00 0.00 :».C~O 5.0-'0 
Off l.S~O ~.S40 

1·5-8 rUt 212. \5 
()!( 1'.15 2.15 10.011 
HID 2.1:» 0.00 a.on 9.~21 
orr 0.00 0.00 5.0'0 S.~O 
Off 2.5'0 ~.S40 

I-S-S sus: 262.00 

"" 11.15 0.2:» 1.35' 
HID '.SS 0.00 5.~ 6.6~ 
Off 0.00 0.00 5.040 S.Ma. 
on 2.5~() 2.5'0 

1-6-A SEC: 212.85 
011 9.90 2.~ 10.~48 
HIO 1.55 0.00 8.zn 9.~~ 
Off 0.00 0.00 4.582 C.SU-

1·6-A rill I 212.15 
(II( 9.75 2.15 9.32a 
HIO 1.45 0.00 1.505 8.(86 
Off 0.00 0.00 '.Sal '.566 

1-6-A SIJ9: 262.00 
011 1.50 0.2:» 6.121 
HII) 1.~ 0.00 S.U3 6.134 
OrE 0.00 0.00 4.S~2 '.566 

1-6-8 SEC: 21Z.as 
()If to.45 2.9S to.JJ:» 
HID I.M 0.00 S.l" 9.312 
Off 0.00 0.00 '.639 '.625 

1-6-8 tall l1Z.15 
()!I IO.JO 2.15 9."U 
HIO 1.55 0.00 1.511 &.SSl 
Oil 0.00 0.00 4.639 4.625 

1-6-S WIll 262.00 
0'1 8.05 0.25 6.SOS 

• MID \.25 • S.'~ 6.195 • Off 0.00 4.619 '.625 
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SCl.JU£U (Al "cc:~u. (1l1W!! (of"A" 
StfU off ·tv.a: HMMU 

fAtt ll\tl !.tHIAH 

3-5.M 
1.00 
0.00 
0.00 

M.W 
0095 
0.00 
0.00 

35.W 
0.95 
0.00 
0.00 

J$.W 
O.W 
0.00 
0.00 

25.21) 
CUI) 
O.N 
O.N 

25.10 
0.60 
O.W 
0.00 

1l.6S 
0.60 
O.W 
0.00 

26.S\) 
O.6S 
0.(19 
0.00 

26.~() 
0.65 
0.00 
0.00 

24.ro 
O.t-S 
0.00 
0.00 

0.50 
0.00 
0.00 

O.~O 
0.00 
0.00 

0.45 
0.00 
0.00 

O.l> 
0.00 
0.00 

O.JS 
0.00 
0.00 

O.lO 
0.00 
0.00 

o.n 
0.00 
0.00 

O.lS 
0.00 
0.00 

O.ll) 
0.00 
0.00 

O.so 
O.N 
0.00 

O.SI) 
0.00 
0.00 

O.S:) 
0.00 
0.00 

O.U 
O.toO 
0.(\0 

It.U 
0.00 
0.00 

o.n 
0.00 
0.00 
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0.00 
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Utll 
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1.291 
1.nO 
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3.HO 

6.56J 
6.0';(, 
3.Ho 

S.JJ6 
(.9U 
3.540 

1.11& 
6.611 
3.3&1 

I.no 
S.812 
3.181 
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J.(N 

S.U, 
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3.(02 

I.m 
,.~~ 
1.HO 

S.MI 
4.Ul 
1.COl 

Ar.U(l"IU\AL ()'/ n.M U J-~.OS • • 1.2S • 'JU • 
, fUlI'UG: ell 0.00 0.00 0.00 6:3 IS 1"". 

..• ...•...••.•.•.•..•.••..•••••.•.••.......••....•.•......•...••..•.•. . 3.5'0 3.~Co ....... Oil 0.00 0.00 .CO .vv"" 
11 "·UIIIN"'" K-Hr d'N9~ ".00 /(1/"«:':'(1»1.111. • ........................................................ ~ .... . 
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SE~VICE 1990 

~"o'!-i SASE 
PE~ £N(;tCY ~. 

K.NTH (I 0 J) 
.. __ ...... ........ __ ..... ................... ............... ....... -.... 

(I) (1) 0) (H 
WC .... ·VESCENT lAW'S 

10) '.000 0.014$4 O.OUU )5.$1$ 1.0\4\1 

101 1.500 O.OUS. O.OUU 69.690 1.9U9S 
117 4.000 0.01$54 0.0)349 111.51$ 1.1197-C 
u.s 6.CXlO O.OUH o.OU41 154.560 4.41114 

"'E.~Q.~¥ VAf'CR lAMPS 
10,) •• 000 O.OUH O.Olla9 n.19S '-U9H 
115 1.900 (LOHH 0.01349 14.510 1.116S0 
15.) 11.00.) o.oaSt 0.01H9 101.H5 1.96)H 
.co 11.000 0.014$4 0.01H9 t61.Sl0 •• 66715 
lCO ".000 O.OUSC O.OllH 111.0)$ 1.906~4 

I.O\."-l 5~.CXlo o.ous. O.OllU 191.SJS U.llSSS 
HIOi FUS9..1'tE SLoII..'M. 

50 -c.ooo O.OUH o.OUU 10.010 o.nlOJ 
10 5.80.) 0.01$54 0.0)H9 H.6U 0.81714 

It·' t.500 O.OUH O.01lS9 ~o.lU I. U20! 
ISo 16.¢O" o.oUH o.ollU 66.SU '-9001' 

- n.ooo a,ou" o.OHa9 "4.$1o. 1.41119 
17 .soo 0.olB4 o.OUe9 t01.HS ).08159 
50.~ O .• )}S54 o.oHU '67.115 4.l1H6 

lOf F:USSl..~E $0011.. ... 
15 4.800 0.01454 0.011&9 II.U5 0.610)1 

55 &.000 0.01554 0.0)359 U.Uo. C).aH09 
9-3 1).500 O.OUH O.Oll59 45.195 1.14Ul 

llS 11.S00 0.01554 O.OUst 61.190 1.1(10) 
130 1l.OOQ O.OU54 0.01l69 It.OOS 1.1H80 

• 

OFFSET t<'t1'(NUGY TOUl 
ENERGY CHC. Ol~CE (Sll. ...... p·~) 

u 0 J) R.\H ( HSf6 ) 
................. ... ........... . ............ 

(S) (6) (J) 

1.10414 6.14 a.u 
1.16119 6. !4 10.B 
3.aU30 6.U H.19 
S.tHo-c 6. to U.$$ 

1. Sll66 6.U 9.<'S 
1.SUH 6.10 10.&5 
1.51911 6.'u 11.11 
5 • .54101 6.61 16.42 
9.l.UU 6.67 U.91 

1l.110U 6.61 U.U 

0.67&14 6.U t.H 
0.91044 6.1<) 1.91 
1.36197 6.2<) $.U 
1.15tH 6.14 to .• " 
1. 61614 6.6<) 11.90 
).65961 6.61 13.36 
5.$1064 6.10 11.tS 

6.13660 6.11 $.11 
O.9tU) 6.n a.u 
1.51166 1.10 10.st 
l. U79$ 1.91 11.&9 
L671U 1.11 u.n 
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SCVIl-tE R. 'l CA II f CI<. ~ I A. (0 I seN <:;CJ#;> J.U'i 

MICNIOiT SHVICE 19~0 

CffSET I(~ e'SE OffSET 
[~~~CY PH L'HGY OlG. tNE.~G'I' OlG. 
RU[ J,(JtTH (lpe)} u)'U) 

.. 4 ........ ............. ................ .............. .. ................. . .......... 
(I) (I) OJ H) ($) 

INC ..... "OESCENT l)J.oPS 
103 1.000 0.0)5$' 0.OUS9 1l.1H 0.6H9J 0.60809 
to) J.~vo 0.c)lU9 0.033&9 B.1U 1.16190 1.19151 
111 4.000 O.OH&9 0.031&9 55.15) 1.040440 1.910U 
HS 6.000 0.c)35!9 O.OllU U.04J 1.'00'13 1.6u&. 

!oOE"CL~Y v).~ LAMPS 
leo 4.000 0.03549 0.0)3&9 n.&10 O.Sl90a 0.17))7 
I7S 7.900 0.OlSU O.013U )7.621 I.BOH 1.17$1$ 
150 u.ooo 0.0)$39 0.03359 52.414 LUlU 1.71699 
400 H .<lOO O.OlS&9 0.03159 aLUI 1.96341 1.19811 
100 41.OCO O.o15H 0.lH169 Ill.Hl S.02040 4.7406) 

1.000 U.OOo 0.0)U9 0.03]&9 191.111 1.09606 6.1(06) 
HI Q-I P<{ ES SUU SOl I U4 

$0 4.000 0.03549 0.0)3&9 '''.IOC 0.16261 O.I4lU 

• 5.400 O.'JHH 0.())]$9 H.H1 O.U&91 0.49001 
9.$CO 0.03541 0.03349 10.~&1 0.1)147 a.69,,!t 

16.000 0.01H9 0.0)3&9 )).611 I. ZOSS6 1.13142 
100 iLO<Jo 0.01569 O_OU49 n.U) I.H199 I.HU9 
150 11.S00 0.01U9 0.03159 54.SIS 1.9'690 I.S47U 
.00 50.COO O.OlSH O.OllU H.441 3.03114 1.&6116 

lC>'f P:IIESS\..RE $COIl.» 
IS 4.800 0.01$41 O.O)3U 'O.9H 0.HU9 0.11194 
n 4.C()0 O.OlS49 O.OH89 U.6ll 0.51$14 0.4959\ 
90 13.S00 0.03U9 O.OU89 U.SlO 0.U90, O.lUH 

US 21.500 O.OlSSi 0.OU&9 31.104 I.U1U 1.01US 
taO )).000 O.OH&9 0.0)349 19.Ui 1.43Ui I. lSt94 

• 

'. 

N..."N·(NHCY TOTAL 
Ot~a ( S/L.~·l()' 
lUll ( 4 ,,.6 ) 

.. .......... . ............ 
(6) (1) 

6. J4 1.49 
6.14 &.10 

'.n IO.l! 
6.20 ".65 
6.n 7.U 
6.10 e.u 
6.U 9.a9 
6.61 11.11 
6.U 16.41 
6.61 10.41 

6.U 6.94 
6.20 1.U 
6.10 7.61 
6.14 6.59 
6.60 9.!') 
6.51 10.41 
6.10 U.60 

6.n 1.54 
6.H 1.19 
1.10 9.B 
1.91 10. U 
1.11 10.50 
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SOJTl-tE."-" CA L I fCI\N IA ED I 5Q,I (;OAp J.NY 

- ~TlPLE SUVICE/ALl NIOH 1910 

CFI'SET !Cit{ S.~SE (lFFSET 
ENE!\CY PH (:-.HCY O~. E"'E~CY 0.,. 
lUTE JoOlTH (I • » u • )) .... _._ ... ................ .............. . ............. .................. . ............ 

(I) U) eu (.) U) 1t<:'&"'VESCENT lAAPS 
10) •• 000 0.01$54 O.013U U.SlS ,-ouu 1.1041$ )02 I.S00 O.01&H O.O)U9 61.690) LUSH 1.36119 JU 4.000 O.OUH 0.0)389 " L&I! ).21914 3.&U]0 US 6.000 0.02$54 O.OllH IH.'60 ~. 411 14 S.2U04 61<:1 10.000 0.OUS4 0.03149 )13 .0$1) 6.1919S &.061$1 

ME~o...~y VAPCR. lA."PS 
100 4.000 O.013H O.OHU 45.195 I.UU7 1.$3166 I1S 7.900 G.OHH 0.0)359 1 •. 510 1.12660 1.5154& 1$0 12.000 O.OZ!$4 O.OlH9 10l.HS J.B'14 l.519.U 400 H.OoO O.OUS. O.O)lU 161. HO 4.SS1U 5.SHO) 100 41.QOO 0.01$54 0.O)l69 117.0H l.~CH& 9.]4871 1.000 $5.000 O.OUH 0.OlH9 191.S7S II.I1U5 1).1104& HICH P.~ESSL1U $OOIL'M 

.:~ 
4.000 O.OUS ~ O.OllU )1).010 O.Hlo} 0.67&14 5.500 0.OUS4 0.ol389 U.61$ G.aUH O .• 910H ,)0) 9. SOo O.Ous. O.OlH9 40.36J I. 1510) 1.36191 150 16.000 O.OUS. 0.03369 65.'H 1.900)4 l.B657 100 12.000 O.OlSSC 0.03389 34.410 1.4U19 1.41624 J50 H.SOO O.OHSt 0.03369 t07.9U ).041&9 ).65961 110 17 .000 O.ouu 0.OJl69 Ill. US 3.7"11 4.41606 40<) so.ooo O.GUs. O.033U IU.)H 4.11546 5.61064 lCW NESSU!.E SOOIL'M 

3S 4.400 O.OUS4 0.03389 lI.1)S 0.61032 0.71660 55 4.000 O.OUS4 0.0)3&9 l&.~&0 0.&1109 0.9&10 SO 13.500 o.ous. 0.0)]&9 4$.195 1.149&7 l.$)t~6 IlS H.SOO O.OHS. 0.0)349 61.190 l.fHot I. H19$ 180 )).000 0.01454 0.033&9 n.005 1.1HSO 1.67145 

'. 

~'N'L"'£~CY TOTAL 
(}i.~CE (S/lA. ... P·~) 
lHH ( .+$>6 ) . ............. .. ..................... 
(6) (1) 

0.19 ).01 
0.19 S.14 
0.19 7.81 
0.19 10.H 
0.11 1$..65 

G.n 3.61 
0.19 S.H 
O.1i 7.11 
0.19 11.00 
0.19 1$.0) 
0.19 H.H 

0.19 2.0. 
0.19 1.53 
0.19 l.ll 
0.19 4.95 
0.19 6.0} 
0.19 7.U 
0.19 9.0. 
0.19 11.14 

0.1i I.U 
0.19 2.60 
0.'9 1.61 
O.l~ 4.71 
0.J1 S.H 
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~ATes e~;£'~I~e fEe~UARY I. 19'J" SOJIhH .... Oll fC~"'1 A EOI SCN <:CW'.AI-<Y 

lS-Z 

••••••• S • )UlTiPlE SE~Vlce/MIONICHT 1990 

SAse ()fFSET lti'i-l eASE ()fFSET 
lNe.~cy (NERGY PH [. ... HCY Q-tC. £l-jBCY O-~. WATTS ll,j..[~S RATE RATE J-O-."1li (. 0 1) u o n ..... -.. ................. ............... ............ . ............... .............. 

(I) OJ (JJ (4) (S) 
I NCAI--C e :': ~~ T l.*.>V' $ 

103 ',000 0.03549 0.0334~ n. 'J43 0.64391 0.60409 20z 1.5<:0 0.0)539 0.0334'1 H.I"" l.H190 .. '9HI ))1 4.~" 0.OHa9 0.Oll6) B.96J i.OU40 1.UOU US 5.0<:ol 0.0)549 0.01l69 1&.041 J. 80093 J.6UU 6~0 10.00') 0.0J5~9 0.03389 120.19$ 4.1U'J1 4.013S1 lIe;;.o..q;y v).P::t u.-VS 
100 4.O<:ol 0.03!a9 O.OllH . 21.510 0.4\901 0.113H HS 1.90ol 0.03549 0.Oll69 17.&21 1.3$04) 1.27SIa 150 u.~o 0.03549 0.01l69 52.H4 I.UI8S 1.116H 'CO 1I.O-!ol 0.03569 0.OU69 U.S71 Z.HHl J.196U leo 41.~0 0.03549 0.01149 In.H3 $.02040 •• 14063 LOCo ss.~:>O 0.03539 0.()33H 191.1U 7.01606 &.10¢63 

HIOi ?<I.ES~ ... ~~ SOO IL" 

.~ 
4.-:-<:ol 0.03$6'1 0.01349 10.IOC 0.36163 0.141~J L!oo 0.01539 0.033$9 H.C$} 0.$1491 O.HOOI 
1.SCol 0.03H9 0.03349 H.lSt 0.73141 0.61)011 151) IS.COO 0.03S69 O.oHH U.61t '-10M!> I. U9~1 leo 2l.~O 0.035&1 0.01349 H.!U 1.511H LUlU lSol 11.S00 6.0)SH 0.01349 ".515 1.9S&iO "'HH 110 U.CCO 6.01569 0.03369 H.1U 2,1945. 1.16111 400 !I).~O 0.03569 0.0llH 14.'ll 1.OU14 i.36U6 lCW P-HSSL~f !<."Olt;Iot • 

lS c.SOoJ 6.01569 0.03369 10.91S 0.19349 o.l1lH 55 5.O:~ol 0.03U9 0.03369 14.613 0.51516 0.dS91 90 I).!OO 0.01H9 0.611&9 21.&10 0.41901 0.11111 135 11.500 6.01$&9 0.03349 31.104 1.111H 1.01US 150 13.~0 0.03569 0.03349 H.S91 1.4U11 I.l$U4 

N:N.(N£_~cy TOUl 
Otut(;e ( J/l.a..w>·~) 
IUTt ( 4+5+6 ) 

... ............. .. ............. 
(6) (1) 

0.19 L04 

• 0.19 l.U 
0.1<) . 4.16 
0.19 6.14 
0.19 9.U 

0.19 I.U 
0.1<) l.U 
0.19 •. 1$ 
0.19 6. J5 
0.19 10.H 
0.19 14.H 

0.19 I. ~o 
0.1') 1.60 
0.19 .I .11 
0.19 l.u 
0.19 3.14 
0.19 4.59 
0.19 5.H 
0.1') 6.6~ 

6.19 1.5& 
6.19 1.41 
0.1') Z.lS 
6.19 . 1.00 
0.19 1.St 
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~AT£S EFfECTIVE F(2~UAAY •• 1990 SOJn; H.... c.a II FC1<.'4 I A £!) I SCN 0.:;..;>.AN'( 

C • SE~I ES SE~VIC~/All NICHT '990 

eASE CFFSET ~o+c 8.'SE CfFSET 
E .... E::;;GY ENExGY FH t .... E~GY O~. El'OBGY 0<:. .... u.s lUt(. ... S RATE RATE JoiO'<Tli (& • l) U • 3) . -..... -...... ..................... ...... -_ ......... ........ _- ... .............. . ............. 

(I) en (l) (U (S) 
I~<:N~ESCL ... , l ...... "'S 

'Q] •• oeo 0.Q.1454 O.QJ349 B.S15 O.tnt) '.00010 
101 1.5(.0 O.QlS54 0.0))89 'c.551 I,'H7t l.IUU 
H7 c.ooo Q.Q1854 0.Q1349 91.534 LU6H 3.10&95 C44 6.00<) O.OUH 0.0))89 IU.SIC 3.49896 ".6198$ 690 lo.oeo a.OUS4 a.Qil!9 111.559 6.49CH 7.11191 

JoIHCl.:""Y VAPC~ l,t;.oFS 
leo 4.COO O.OU5C 0.OH49 $1.515 1. CHao l.HIH 
17$ 1.900 o.ousc 00.03349 B.SH LUlU 2.90010 HO 11.000 0.01454 0.03H9 117 . .$U 1.HU$ 1.99B9 
lOO H.OOO 0.01854 0.Ol359 '51.H1 $.1$010 6.lH$l 10<1 "'.000 0.018$4 O.03la9 314."'4 4.966U '0.64710 I.OCQ 55.000 0.OUS4 0.03349 UL1H U.6tcu 14.990U HIOi f'~ESSl.AE 5C01L~ 
!o ".Oeo 0.01$54 0.OlH9 HLll5 0.aJ14~ 1.04115 ;. s.ao~ 0.01554 0.0]Ja9 .". S34 .. 16HO I.HlU 

9.5¢Q 0.02554 0.033&9 51.IH t.6S&~1 1.969H U.oco O.014SC 0.01389 U.SiO 1.U566 l.bUtT 
ZOO u.ooo 0.01$5-4 00.01349 1l1.931 3. U4S1 ).19](1 

lClof FqES~.:;U SCOIOt 
U ".soo 0.01454 0.01149 14.11$ O.UU& Q.41099 SS 4.000 0.014$4 0.0,)349 3(.200 0.91601 1 •• H04 
90 U.Soo O.01$SC 0.03lS9 $1.750 '.16IlS 1.091n US 12.500 O.014H 0.03389 U.US 1. S079$ 2.97404 

ISO U.¢oo O.OUSt 0.03149 .oC.on 1.95151 1.SU4' 

KN· (NE~G"( TOTAL 
O{. .... c::c~ (S/l ....... ;>·\()) 
l\f£ ( .·5'6 ) . ........... .. ............ 
(6) (1) 

l.U S.H 
l.55 7.U 
l.H 9.U 
1.B U.(J,s 
l.55 11.16 

1.SS 6.14 
loSS !.u 
1.55 10.9' 
1.SS U.Ol 
l.U 11.16 
l.H 31.11 

l.B S.H 
1.U 4.10 
3.B 1.14 
1.U 4.11 
3.SS lo.se 

l. SS $ .0& 
l.U S.U 
l.SS 1 .... 
loB ~.O. 
1.SS 10.04 



• A.89-05-064 ALJ/RAB 
CACO/akm/2 

• 
RAr~s EffECTIYE FEERUA~Y t. l~gO 

lS'l 
••••••• 0 

e,*,SE 

~"'BGY 
i'lATIS l~D;$ ;UTE 

............ 

. SE~'£S 
OfFSET 
ENERGY 

RATE ............. ................. ................ 
(I) 

1/'oC.l.'<lESCENT lA,\ti2$ 
(1) 

103 1. (){Io O.OJS!9 0.0)]59 
101 L!co O.OlSH O.OJl!9 
H7 ~.ooo 0.03549 0.03349 
.~" 6.000 0.OH~9 0.0134'1 
UO 10.000 0.03519 O.OHU 

~E~~~Y VAPCq lA.~PS 

teo •• 000 0.0l!49 O.oHU 
11$ 1.~CO 0.03$59 0.01H') 
Ho Il.oco 0.03549 O.OHU 
~oo H.OOQ 0.01549 0.013&9 
ICO H.ooO 0.OH49 O.olln 

1.000 U.ooo O.Ol5H 0.03359 
HJ.S~1l:E SCOIL"t 

4.00¢ 0.01$49 0.033&9 
• S.!CQ 0.OlU9 O.OlU~ 

ICO ~.SOO 0.015&9 0.OJ3!9 
1$0 16.000 0.03H9 0.OlU9 
100 H.Ooo 0.03$31 0.0)3&9 

lC~ f;~ESSl .. -'U SCOIU. 
lS •• 800 0.03S!J9 0.01149 
55 4.0¢0 0.015&9 0.03119 
~O H.Soo 0.015&9 0.01349 

IlS 11.500 0.01$49 0.0)339 
laO )).OCO O.OlS&9 0.01l49 

'. 
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. " 

SE~VICE/MIONIGHT 1990. 

')1("'" BASe: 
PE,t c-HCY <>-'C. 

J<t.mi (ttl) 
................ .................. -

(3) (.I, 

14.9U 0.$1541 
U.61O 1.11011 
49.Ul 1.110lS 
69.014 2.41106 
114.~~~ t.I1So6 

lS.IU O.UJio> 
~1.2H I.S$U6 
H.Sl1 1.11674 
~1.961 1.13611 

15&.16. $.59ao4 
Ul.Sll 5.0U14 

1$.511 0.55169 
10.634 0.74010 
19.)H 1.0544. 
H.IH 1.5t514 
~6.S71 2.01031 

U.240 0.43919 
11.150 0. &lOIS 
11.100 1.11977 
H.'CO I.Ul$! 
H.560 l.aUla 

OFFSET 
£N£;I:C"( O<G. 
U' l) ............. _ . 

(5) 

G. SOSH 
1.10H9 
1.67169 
1.U901 
1.49613 

. 0.4H91 
1 •• 6SH 
1.01171 
1. HOH 
5.1405' 
7.S1519 

O. S1661 
O.M941 
O.9g!6S 
"HilS 
1.917U 

0 .... &' 
O.5&~6J: 

1.0$137 
I. S041J: 
'-U1U 

~·t"HCY TOTAL 
O{"~C( U Il AMP • i'() ) 

R.'T( ( uS·~ ) . ........ " .. . .............. 
(6) (1) 

1.SS •. 59 
l.SS 5.U 
1.SS 6.99 
1.SS 4.17 
l.u 11.$1 

l.SS S.H 
1.SS 6.51 
1.SS 7.10 
1.SS to .• H 
1.SS "'.61 
loSS 19. U 

loSS 4.61 
loSS 4.H 
1.SS S.50 
l.SS 6.50 
l.SS 7.$0 

1.SS 4.40 
1. ss 4.16 
l.SS S.13 
1. SS 6.65 
l.SS 7.U 
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•• 
::t.HES £fFECTIVE H::;;:u.&..qy I. 199Q 

1990 
•• 111 •••••••• 

eAsE CfFSfT 
L"HGY ENERGY 

.::tATE R.HE _ ..... __ ._. ................. 
(I) (I) 

TOTAL eNe.~cy O.OHS4 O.()i149 

)(Jl. TI PtE o.oeooo O.O¢ooo 
SHIES O.oooco 0.00000 

• 

•• 

APPENDix·· E I 

PAGE 10 
. 'I' 

XM 8.'S£ ()ffSH 
.... '.NJ ... l t. ... HCY ~ • £NHCY ~. 
c.+t Ct • )) U • U .............. ........ -..... ............... 

U.l I.lgO.IU 1,4U.)1l 

0 
0 

a.;ST~t.t 

OI. ... ~Ct 

~"TE . .......... 

".61 
IO$.H 
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'. 
it,"'HS UfEC1'I\'E fE9RUAItY I_ 1990 

eASE <lUSH 
£Ne:.~GY £NHGY 
JUTe ~Te 

................ .- ......... _ ... 
OJ (n 

RAT{ A 0.0185-4 0.03349 
RATE a o.ouS-{ 0.Oll!9 
RAn c 0.00000 0.0<:1000 

• 

• 

x.r.ti 

APPENDIXE oJ 

PAGE 11 

eASE CtfSET 
PB, C-;BGY O~. c-.UGY O'C. 

1'CNTli 0 • » u • lJ ............... ................ .. ................. 
OJ (.) (S) 
H.HI O.1BOI 1.¢95oJ4 
lZ.HI 0.11301 1.0960_ 
0.0<10 0.00<100 o.ooo~o 

K;N-WHCV TOTAL 
~~CE ( S Il.A"P • \'0 ) 

RAT( ( ,hS-6 ) .. ........... .. ................. 
(6) (1) 

4.SS &.$1 
2. IS 4.17 
C.4O' O. ~O' 
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• 
RAT(S (ffECTI~( '(e~UARY 1. 1990 

Ot. ·1 1110 All NIGHT SERVICE ........•.. ••••••••••••••••• 

8.'SE OffSET 
ENERGY [N[RCY 

WAns It'''DoS RATE RATE ........ ... _- ........ ............ 
(I) 

~E'l.o..!tY V~ l . ...,..?S 
U) 

U5 1.9N 00.01454 00.0033&9 
4~ H.~<3 O.O18!4 00.0) H'l 

lilOl PRE SS\..~E 5a)1U4 
10 S.800 0.018H 0.03349. 

100 9.5~ O.o18S. O.OU&'1 
100 U .¢..."'" 0.01454 0.033&'1 

MIDNIGHT SERVICE 

• ~y VAPc-'t l ........ S 

.... , ..........• 

U$ 1.900 0.oua9 G.03lt9 
400 JI.C»l 0.0035&9 0.003159 

"'01 PR[S!K..~E SOOIU4 
70 S.8t'<) 0.01$49 0.003389 

100 9.500 0.03539 00.03341 
100 u.o"o 0.01$49 O.03lU 

ST.&N>AAO f'OUS 

APPENDlX • E , 
PAGE 12 

J(\'t-i BASE 
FH CNERCY O~. 

IolCNTH (1 • )} ............ ............. " 
0) (.) 

74.510 !.11680 
I6S.460 •. 807SS 

B.nS OO.S1714 
40.365 LU101 
'4.UO 2.4U19 

17 .617 I.UOU 
'1.511 1.~6147 

14.-459 O.SUH 
20.3" 0.13141 
H.H3 1.53199 

OfF$ET 
£NE~CY O~. 

U , 1) ........... 
(S) 

1.USH 
5.70911 

Oo.910H 
l.l6H7 
2.41614 

I.U5U 
I.79S33 

o.UOo! 
0.690011 
·1.HUt 

(END APPENDIX E) 

r<N·tNE'lCY TOTAL 
Ot· .. !~CE U/l.l)lP·1() 

RATE ( .·$*6 ) . .............. .. ............. 
(U (1) 

5.09 9.14 
S.50 16.0J 

S.Oo9 6.&$ 
5.09 7.&1 
S.49 10.79 

. 
$.09 1.12 
S.SO II. J6 

5.09 6.10 
S.09 6.51 
S.H 4.44 


