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INTKRIM(OPINION 

..... ~ • ~ • II' " L • ~ .. ~ ........... ~ .... ~"l(l It') J:1()! J.t~:()-l .;1 
,I,' ... Tnl~ .Qr4~~ .~~~hQ~i,~~~ ,~Q\.\tl\er.n ,<:al~fotnia, ,Edison Company 

(Edison) 'an 'increase "'6f f $'('5s."'i l,kniliioJ\,:6'f""6::'1i;Jfn"E6erqy cost 
~ l' .. ~ .. "'.' . <I ....... ~ " ,. ............... t .. .. .... !.':1~!:~< 'r~:~·.'_f·':~ .. fJ . 

AdJustm~nt .~l,a~~~ > (I;GAC) ,r~late~ revenue~.(,: The,' pornp~:ments of this 
am, qUl'lt are 'as 'follows: ........ , .. : ,:'c ':" i" ~ :' i.,.,) i . ') 

.. ~ • .. .. ,. to • .. .. " .. ~ .. " .. .. • .. • • • • ~ : ~ :--;; I J j 1 C,' ; ~ ");- ~ ~ -~-: C.i .~{ 
•... , .•................. , .• , •• ~:;,t:~,,(.-:-,·,jU )1111ioos 
· .. , . , .. , . . . . . .... , .. , ,,') c:' ,,:j:) : [/, 3tH:Y of, Dollars 
" ~ .... ,'" .. ~ ... ~ " .... " ...... " , ." ........ ~-:: ~_"to,~r .. ~ ::~f·~',:";;;(,~ f f:::--:<~<? i'< 
· . ,En~r9Y .Cqs.t;ll\d)u~tnent;: ;J)1111,ng L': ""i""~ ,', 

Factor (ECABF) ,","',' .,~(":;"";,; :" , . .$288.8 

,~i~qtiiq :R~V~n~e )\djqf:!~~~~'~' , '.,' . ' ,'.i " 
~~l,ling F:~qtor:, (ERABF) , " ' 

. ,}>~l() ,Ver4~ 2 , (ERABF) 

· ' .~~jQJ; .~c!c!it~()I)~ .1\dj\'!f:!t;~~l1t .. 
Billing Factor (MAABF) 

Low Income Surcharge (LIS) 

Total 

182.0 

458.7 
" ' 

'. 

The $458.7 million increase in annual revenues "is' 'largely '~e'~essa~y 
to offset expected inor-eases in fuel' ,"and p'Uichc:rs'ed 'poWer costs for'·· 
1991. 
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;',Jl, [ :,~,,~ Additiohally{!this.order,'reflects revenue 'chan(l'es 
assooiated with other applications before the lConuuissi6n in ,-:' 
separate' ; proceedings ;" ',as I foll ows ~ 1 

... ~,r.6pe~i~i~f9i ,\[:>,.; ,.: .. ,.'~. ..... • 
, ... Number' ' " '..~ . '" Proceed Ulg 

, Millions 
'~,i,,'" ofOollars 

A.90"703 - 048 

A.L. No. 889-E 

. ,1991 Modified Attrition 

1991 Modified Attrition "'j 

(Payroll Tax Adjustroe'nt) 

A.90-04-036 . , , Demand side Management 
A.L. Nos. 879-E 

and 885-E 

A. 90~05-016 1991 Annual Cost of capita'( " 
A.L;No. 890-E 

A.~.' No. 873-E-A 

A.I...l~o. 886-E 

Palo Verde 2 (Base) 

Intervenor Compensation 

'l"otal 

., o 

1.7 

4.0 

1.1 

Ct.?) 

0.1 

5.2 
, • _. I ,'.. ; ~' ':.., • 

Accord1n'gly, for purposes of revenue allocat1on and rate 
design, when the $5.2 million of incl"E~ased reVenUes resulting from 
other ,proceedings is ,added to th~ ,~458',7 million, incr,ease 
authorized by this deoision, the total increase is $463.9 million. 

1 The reVenue increases set forth 6n the' above tabl'e differs' 
slightly from those subnitteq in thi;:; pr.oceed~ng due to revised 
present rate leVels. The. revised present·rate levels became 
effective September 19,- 1990 arid resulted in'changes in the present 
rate revenue. The taQles in Appendix C show the reVenue 
requirements for each of the proceedings: the present rate revenues 
resulting from September 19, 1990 rate levels and the resulting 
revenue changes. 

- 3 ..; 
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:' .Qn cthis Ibasis, : the :revenue,',inoiease,s: XO Ithe'~vat'lous rate 
groups are expected to he as,follows:;'r,:':JISq{i) l'-~ilJ,-1 d.tt~: f:,.'~.-.f"):'2;:"; 

'J 

:! = 

Dosestic 

Liqhting s~Pt' 
GS-SP/TP '. ' " '\' 
GS-2 

Total 

Large Power: 
'I"OU-8-SEC 
TOU-8-PRI 
'I'OU-8-SUB 

Total 

AG & Pumping:, 

subtotal 

St .& Area Lgt 

'\,." .-
I ... :... 

, : 2o!',:C' f (~Change, :~roni 'Present- Rate.;":' 
Revenues With LoX·In~6me 

, ,Ratepayer Assis6iri~(!~~'(LlAA) 
;' ',' ")', ($M) " '(\)' , 

~: - . t. r ,~ ,,-, ."\ f 
,e"230.2 

';.. . t.- ~ !, i '3 L..:.'. :!) 
26.6 S.O% 

144.3.,.:,1' ~'?",~:%.:, 
170,9\' \~"'~ ',"";6.7%:' 

~ ~;. !. ~ ~ . 

29.9 
13.6 

,25.2 

68.7 

6.8 

.. ) - ,'" , , ,4.2%": 
-':'2.8%;-

.5.6% 

4.2% 

3.4% 

6.9% 

Revenue' Re4tii'reIl1ent'Chcing~i : 
.with LIRA, " 

," ""C ,: " -,' 

"'463.9~" 

(3.9)% 

'6'.8%" 

The above increase in annual revenues will become effective on 
January 1, 1991. 

hnile the increase to the residential class as a whole is 
9.3%, the increase in residential customer bills for usage at or 
below baseline quantities will be 11.5%. In the past, custoner 
bills at or below baseline usage have been subsidized by customers 
in the residential class that have usage above baseline quantities. 
The Commission believes that customer bills should reflect their 
true cost of service. Accordingly, residential customer bills at 
or below baseline quantities:will be increased'll.8%. 

The coinID~ss'i6n al_s6' ado~ted. eel in>i~i-inum' biil:'~f'8'~;5 'cents. 
per day for the Low Income DOnestlc r~te' whic~'gives thes~ 
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~QstQ~ers\ a : 15% 1 d~s¢ount ICOlnp~red,to'~what' these, ql)stomers', would i, i':: 
Qtherwise paY.I0nderthe dOlfiestioirate"{<'~';'1 ':ll:d ~'J.: ". ".'j:.;' " " ,iJ 

,,;,' ; < : ~or pur~ose~of ~det~nninlrt9 pa~ents' t~ Qualifying~. \', ~,; 

Facilities: (QF) i ,the cOl'Dl1li~sion has' adopted, 'an ·Inoremental, Energy; 
Rate (IER) of 9, 531 BtU/kilowatt-hour (kWh)' for ,the -forecast 
period. , ,. 

'I'his proceeding r~rnains· open" for· consid.eration 'of 
reasonableness', Issltes "r~lilt~d '£6" fuel" and' putchas'ed "power cost~ for 
the revie'~ period. " .. 

II •• ; Summary of the APplication 
~ .' 

On June 1, 1990, Edison' filed this application in which 
it requested an annual revenue increase 6f$479 million or 7.1%, 

effective January 1, 1991. Edison also requested that the revenue 
requirenents which will be adopted by the commission' in several 
other pending applications be combined into one rate change 
effective January 1, ,1991.' 

Edison states that the proposed rate changes were 
calculated in accordance with the revenue allocation and rate 
design parameters established in Edison's Test Year: 1988 general 
rate case decisions (Decision (D.) 87-12~066 and D.88-09-031). 

Also, Edison requested that the Commission find that! 
a. Edis6n's.fuel and energy-related costs 

~ecQrded in ~he EC~C balancing acc9unt from 
April 1, 1989 through March 31, 1990, were 
reasonableJ and 

b. The incentive amounts, calculated pursuant 
to the Nuolear unit Incentive Procedure, 
are reasonable. 

These items are deferred to a separate phase of this proceeding. 
In D.88-03-026 and D.88-0)-079 issued in Order 

Instituting Rulemaking 2, the Commission ordered Edison .to annually 
update, in its ECAC proceedings, the IER used in the calculation of 

- 5 -
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avoided 'cost'-enerqy prices;'; the-::Ener9}~,_ReliabilitY~)lnde)(:o. (ER'J)'iiand 

the combustion turbine proxy deferralvaiue Us~d fir. ,the' calculation 
of avoiq:ed-"cost 1 ¢apacity'paYl!lents~': 'Therefore,"?i ... d.ts application, 
Edison;-l."equested-·thatrthe commission adopt the followingl'-"" ,~. ,c'~ 

ai An"IER of 9;194 BtU/kHh- fOr ithe iECAC-' \'~ ,-, 
forecast period, time-differentiated; and .' " ~. ~ - -, 

b. ,'. iAn-aiulual' avoided _capacity :costi price!oftl:: 
. $O/k.W, time-dif,ferent~ated. ~ng. ba~ed <;m: - ,.-. ' f, I. :: . 

1. Retention of the current ERI of.O;Of 
and 

2. A change ,in the current-annualized 
combustion turbine proxy capacity cost 
from $15. 25/k'-l to $77. 80/kW, using a 
r~corded Gross National product (GNP) 
deflator. 

These-issues are addressed in this phase of the proceedihg •. 
In addition, Edison requested that the Commission find 

reasonable the expenses recorded in the-ECACbalAitcing account for­
the period from April 1, 1989 through 1-!arch 31, .1990. --This' item is 
deferred to a separate phase of this proceeding and wiilbe the 
subject of A sepa~ate deoision~ : 

Edison contends that the requested revenue requirement 
increase is needed primarily-to offset forecast increAses for 1991 

in the eXpense related to power purchases from nonutility power 
producers under the Public Utility-Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 

(PURPA). According to Edison, since 1983 purchasestrom QFs have 
steadily increased as a cost component influencing ECAC rates. 
PURPA purchases in 1983 amounted to 0.6% of deliveries. For 1991, 

Edison expects that PURPA purchases will amount to 30.5% of 
deliveries. 

Although the principal cause of the requested revenue 
increase is the substantial increase in pUrchases from PURPA 
n6nutility power prOducers, Edison asserts that increases in oil 
and gas expenses also contribute to the increase. According to 

- 6 -
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Edis6h';{ th~'I-in(ii'i;~'as,~fs in bi1' '-brid 9~s "expenses cii'e'du6,t hvparti to"·! 
rising natural gas prices and the anticipated curtailment' Qf!tjas' '" ~ 

supplies to' Edfson: bY' the -southetn' califot'nia 'Gas Company" (SoCal) • 
. -.• , .' , i . ~.. 1 

XII.:' Background . t', 

" 

A. El~cttlc:utility Offset PrOceedings ' ! 

, :Th~ ECAc'process aiio~s el~ctric' tat~s' t6 reflect· changes: 
in fuel and pur~lia~e'p6\oler'eXpen5es:6n'an annual basis outside:of 
th~ \~t:h,ityis tHree':'year"9Emer~a "tate ~ase 'cycle'~-· This' ECAC· filing' 
was made ir\'ac¢6tdance wit.h" the"rate case plail fo~;p'rocessin9 
energy cost offset proceedings that was most recently modified by· " 
D.89~61-040.' Under the rate case plan, "staggered forecast periods 
are designated for the major electric utilities. Edison's forecast' 
period is the 12~n6nth period which begins on january 1 of each 
yeai' > and rates' r~flecttng ECAC, Annuai Energy: Rate' (AER),' and 
Electr16'Revenue AdjuEitment Methanism(ERAM) reVenue reqUirements 
are adjusted. as', of the January 1 revision date. ' The rate case pHm 

pr6-lldes for' automatic suspension of the AER'mechanism when the 
forecast period upon which the then-cu~rent AER was calculated ends 
and anew AER has hot y~t been adopted. Additionally, the 
commission 1n Order Instituting InVestigation (I.)' 90~()8-0()6 

suspended the AER for all jurisdic'tion'al titilitle"s 6n 
August 8, 1990. 

8y D.89-07-062 and D.89-09-044, which completed 
implementation of the baseline reform legislation known as senate 
Biil (S8) 987 (Ch. 212, stats. 1988), the commission ordered energy 
utilities to give qualifYing low income ratepayers a 15% discount 
on their energy bills. The costs of this LIRA prOgram are 
collected. through a surcharge which "is accorded baianciI'lg account 

- 7 -
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treatf1lent '~and \he: LIRA sur9ha,~ge·Js \1~at~~ i,n tl\e ;~.~m~,~ny,~~ ~<;~c: ~ i 

proceedings::i' '[; ':.'. ;')'1',. i ; ..... "c .' " ';"0 .. ,.'' .......... ' .. '... , 
--,. ~ :..:: ~ . 

. " , .. ,'~ .. cons~stent with prENiol,ls .. ~c~ai proceed~ng~, ; tl;li,s. 'J .. ;.' 

application combines consideration of ECAC issues with an updating 
of key conponents Of the ca~culatiQn;Qf.p~~ces paid for power sold 
to the utility by QFs. The Q7 calculation issues relate to the 

prices to be paid to QFs that do; n()t have: cOJ;ltl)a?~~ I ~p~ci,f~~n9 Ii 
fix~d· prices. c • Variabl~ QF prices are the su~. of :tl\!~e l?~~ic 
components:·. ,a payment. for capacity,. a. payment, for t~e Ope17ation. 

. . . . . •. ...;.. .' . . .; .' ~. " _ ~ : .1.:. - - ~: '. ; 

and Maintenance (O&~) costs that· the ·utility a~9ids because of Jt~ . 
+ '. -. • • '_ • ~ •• 4 '..' • _ ' , < 

purchases from variably .priced QFs, and,.a variable payment for 
energYl. 

Critical to the determination of these paynents are the 
utility's ERr and IER. 

The ERI is used to adjust the value ofa generic 
combustion turbine, which we have used as a proxy for a utility's 
avoided capacity costs and which therefore forms th~basis for • 
c~pacity paYments to QFs. An ER,I of less than 1'.0' indicates that' .. 

.. 

the utility is in an excess capacity situation in that it has'm.o;re 
than enough· resources to maintain reliability •. 

The IER, which reflects the u~ility,system's incremental 
efficiency in converting heat ene.r~y t.p electrj.ci~y, is combi~ed 
with an estimate of avoided O&M costs to. form an equival~nt IER 
which is multiplied by the utility's incremental fuel cost to 
produce the price the utility pays for the variably priced QFs' 
enerqy. 

There is a logical relationship between conventional ECAC 
issues and the bases for QF prices. ~he forecast used to develop a 
utility's ECAC revenue requirement is derived from t~e estimated 
production and' expense levels related to hYdr~electric,' nucle·~r. 
purchased power, alternative and renewable power, and oil- and gas­
fired resources. ~he forecasts of energy production and 
availability affect the determination of the utility's generating 

- 8 -
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efficienoy at the l!Iargin as measured by the'IER"':{';SinilarlY,{{ltlie .iI 

expeoted avail,bility of'r~soutods-to-meetrfot.6a~t·de~~"d is 
refleated--·in-·the'ERlio:·' : i{-";::,,. i!' _~.:-> !,,;[~; .-, ---, "' __ '-. . ;r 

:'. :c,i.;Computerizedi. production cost. models;"" designed t6 shil.\Hate ' 
the manner in which' utility resources meet system loads are used to 

• ~ - L • ~ :- • (' T "'" 

foreoast energy costs-which'underlie ECAC revenue requirement 
calculations as well-as ERI and IER values. The-simulations are 
driven by resource arid': ioad assumptions which are ,'ihputs to the 

'. '"0 • '. L 

model and which, in:darty~cases, represent the r'~6IUtions of 
conventional ECAC is~u~s that constitute the heart:cif an ECAC 
proceeding. 

,The_Use of these models int~oduces another set of issues 
concerning. how: the modeler and the r:todel tr~~slate and.simplify the 
conplexities of the utility system into te~sthat the model can 
understand, and what manipulations the model makes of this 

: -. '. . 

infon:nation., This ca~egory.()f _issues is refex:red to as the. 
modeling ,~onventions • 

. , ~he commission directed that ""'orkshops be held. in ECAC 
, '- • -' - <. 

filings todet~~ineresource and load data and other data that the 
utility used to calculate its IER.(D.87-12-066, p. 205.) The 
workshop is also to serve as a forum for the parties to agree, to 
the extent possible, on the assumptions to.be used and the 

. - .) . : . - , - . 

appropriat~ source of those assumptions. The requirement for a. 
common data set modeli~g workshop was in~egrated into the rate case 
plan by D.89-01-040, with a provision that the workshop should 
occur early in the proceeding. Accordingly,a production cost 
modeling workshop was held by the Commission Advisory and -.- ., 

Compliance Division (CACD). 
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B. :'Proc~dural Backgroundi; '~-i ; )"(1,:;1,--: ,iild(, _ ,-';\) }r, ',':-;;):')1:: 

'- :,~dison :originally'reqUested' rates': resultirtg f In\'a i:evem~e-) 
increase of $479 million on an annual basis for;service1rendered"on 
an(l aft$r January; 1,· 1991~ - conprised ;of, the ;fOli6wit\gconponents: 

, ;!' .,;,' :: - " , '.' - ':" Millions".> r j.. ..:' ,,':'.' 

'- ~ . 

\ , 

,. ECABF.;; 
AER -i;::EAABY; .. 

,1-1AABF _ ; ~ 

LIS 

Total 

of Dollars 

284.2:,­
- ~5.6 - - i 6 8 :: 7 : , -,-, ' 

P:5i 7) ,,' ",-,;, 
6.2 .. , . \ ~ 

479.0 
" ,~.,~ ".- _.T,-·f -,"..; '~ ... ' .• ,- '~'-J ""1 

On June 25, 1990, the' Ca11fornia Uu:'qe EnergY"Consurn.ers 
A~socl~tion(ctECA)' tiieda -notion 'requestiI\g that Edi~~n'-b~ ,-

.:: - ,,' , . ... .. . . .. ,.: : - -, - -. ~ . -.~ ... 
reqUired to update all marginal unit cost elements for purposes of 
revenue ailocatl.onand rate design- in 'this proce~din9.· oil 
August 7,'1990, the assigned adnilnistrati1je law jUd~e (AW) ruled: 
'that Epison should update its marginal unit custometartci demand 
charges using the 'GNP 'I1nplicit Price Deflator. The ALJalso ruled 
that -'tna't-girtal c6stIERs should ri6t :be updated for· revenue 

", ,~. , .. - . .. '- .; .i i _;. . ~ .' • 

allocat1on purposes but that the aVo1ded'cost IERs used for QF 
pridin~~h'llbAre~iserl. 

on August' 8, i990, th~ Divislon"of Rate~ayerAdvocat'es 
(DRA) presented testimony in support 'of an oVerall'EcAC revenue' 
increase of$300.:"j million.' On August2i, 1990, Toward utiiity' 
Rate Normalization (TURN) noVed to strike Pbrti6n~ of theprepar~d 
testimony of ORA and Edison with respect to ORA's and Edison's 
proposals to reduce -'the 'nonbaseline to baseline r'ate ratio. Both 
ORA and Edison filed responses in opposition to TURN'~ motion. On 
september 6, 1990, the AJ~ denied TURN's motion, indicating that 
the reduction in the nonbaseline to baseline ratio is a matter that 
the Commission should decide. 

On August 10, 1990, Edison updated its testimony to 
reflect the ALJ's August 7 rUling. The updated testimony also 

- 10 -



A.90-06-001 ALJ/BDP/dk 

reflectff.((l;~,prQPQ~,e~L~~ttlement \0, A,90\03~04ai1(the (199i:MOdified j ,; 

A~~!:"lt,iol1,proq~~~inCJh and lllinol", changes/and, corteoti6ns'~to (!t:s \J l\) \ 

ori9inal'..~:t.e~.tirn<;)ny L!~, ~$, ,it resul ti Edison.: reqUestedareven\i~ ,:, ,:) .. " 
increas~ ;,i,1\ ,this pr()ce.(!ding .of i $494 '.~ mi 11i60 which," when cOmbh\ed!, 

with Edison's requests in A.S9-10-001, A.90-03-048, A.90-04-036, 
A. 90-05-016, A .• ~O-.06~Q02 I' :resUlted· in a· corobined 'Jantiary 1, 1991 
revenue increase of $621 million. 

:,' .On",ugu~t,29;:1990, .the cogenerators of Southe"i'n 
California (CSC) recommended a rever'lueincrease of $465.6 -million ',' 
if Edison's natural <Jas price forecast was adopted land'$302i7,,:.l .. \ 
million if DRA's <Jas price forecast was adopted; -'(i i ! .,f • ( .! 

On Septezaher 10, 1990, Edison r.loved to strike' a: portion 
of ORA's testimony relating to a proposed change in methOdologY iio'::' 
the calculation of marginal energy costs. On S~ptember 12,- 1990; '.' 
the ALl granted Edison's Iilotion • 

. Hearings ,began septenb,er 10, 1990 and concluded on I • 

Septe~er 20, 1990 in ~an Francisco, Public hearings were held in-' 
Los Angel~s on se:ptember-; 24, 1990 and statements of foui· 

residential custom~r~ w~re taken at that time. These customers 
expr~ssed concern regarding. the amount of the requested increase,;' 
and the impact on customers that manage on baseline quantities of 
energy •. 

While hearings were in progress, DRA made a compromise 
proposal. After discussion among Edison" DRA, esc, and the 
california cogeneration Council (CCC), a joint recommendation' was 
executed. As indicated in Exhibit 34, the nJoint Recommendation of 
Southern California Edison Company, Division of Ratepayer; 
Advocates, California Cogeneration counoil, and Cogenerators of 
Southern Californian, Edison and the'other.signatories to 
Exhibit 34 recommend an' ECABF revenue increase of $287~5 million· 
and an IER of 9,531 Btu/kWh. 

opening briefs were filed on October 5, 1990. R~ply 

briefs were filed on october 19, 1990. Briefs were received from 
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Edisoni: ORAl ,California(City~Co\inty $tr~et ~'Li9hi ~Ass6oi'ati6ri t",) r ,-, l 

(CAL/SLA),~ california, Manufacturers Assc>oiatioriqCMAr;"tccrcCLE!CA/<\ 
esc, Geothermal -Resources Assooiati6ri, and IndependentEri~-r9Y' !-! [n:: -~,.l 

ProQucers Association (GRA/iEP)',' industrial 'Useisji abd' TURN" "-,'~'.:, 
t _ - ..... 

" IV t',' S\iJu1ary and Ouantification ~6f ISSUes \ ,"'-'; '.,' "'" ,\ 

,The' following sections' summarize the- '\ufc6ntest~d and 
contested issues in this proceeding. ,,1 ' " , , 

A. Ul'lcontested,Issues , , , ::.~ ~ 

1. Modeling Issues \. " ,,_ 

ORA Used the Electric Utility Financial and PrOduction 
Sinulation Model - Version' 1.83 (ELFIN) to deV-elop its resourCe rni)C 
for the forecast period and used the outputt6 develop the IER as' 
specified in D.88-03-079. Although Edison filed ~ nbase caSe" 
using the ELFIN model as reqUi~ed by D.87-12~066, Edison used the 
Westinghouse Electric Corporation's WESPRIDE prograri- Version:l.l' e 
(WESPRIDE) for its determination of the revenUe reqUirement ~uld'· the 
associated IER. The difference between ELFIN and WESPRIDE is that ~'. 
ELFIN is a load duration nodel while WESPRIDE is a chronological-
model. 

In prior ECAC proceedings modeling issues have been the 
subject of extensive discussion. ~owever,'in this proceeding there 
were no modeling issues largely because of the joint agreement 
which is discussed later. 

2.. Rate Design 

a. Class Equal Percent Change 

The rate design procedures used by EdiSon in this 
proceeding are in accordance with the Class Equai Percent Change 
(CEPe) methodology previously adopted for Edison by the'Commission. 
Edison proposes to design the customer, demand~ and enerqy-charges' 
in accordance with the CEPC rate design methodoiogy adopted in 
Edison's last general rate case (D.87-12-066) for use in ECAC 
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proceedings .• :'. No party ·~oppos.ed . thet recorunendation •. -,: W$· agree. that:. ; 
the CEPe neth.odolog"y should <.~be continued. ",1 • .... ~ ~ ,> ~ ~-!1 L ::':. ~ ~ .~ d ~ 

b. Rate Limiter Pbase-out ..... ; t·'·l '-,':1: ttl' iiI' . h 

"t, ", 'Edison propQses to begin to' phase ·out. rate liniters 
by increasing I the. av.era(je and on~peak rate limiters effective:' : r'~ 
January ::1/ 199~ over'what'6therwise would have ·Qeen· effective: on ": 
that date.' Edison believes that phasing out rate iimiters -is' k 

consistent with prior Commission deoisions. No party Opposed­
Edisonfs nethodology for phasing out average andon~peak rate- , 
limiters.' - \'le agree: that rate'.'liniters· should be. phased out •. 

c. ,. LIRA Minimum' Charge 

DRA proposed a minimum bill charge of 8.S'cents per 
day for the Low,Incone Domestic rate, Edison does not oppose DRA'~ 
proposal that the minimum bill charge 6n Rate Schedule No. O-LI 
(Domestic Low Income) be reduced froB 10 cents to 8.5 cents per 
day. DRA's intent is to give the low incone domestic customers a 
15% discount from what such customers ~ould othe~'ise pay under the 
donestid rate. DRA'agreed that Tariff Schedtlle.No. D-LI should be­
changed to reflect.that intent.' In order to implement tl)e change, 
Edison's Tariff Schedule No. D-LI should be revised accordingly. 

Toirnplement the proposal, Edison requests that the 
Commission' include an ordering paragraph in its d('cision with the 
following language to be substituted where appropriate in the 
tariff: -

Minimum Charge: 
nThe Base Rate Energy Charge shali be 
subject to a daily Minimum Charge of $0.085 
per single-fanily acc6nmodation. In 
determining when the Base Rate Minimum 
Charge is applicable, the nunber of 
kilowatthours used is Eultiplied by 85 
percent of an Annualized Base Rate of •••• " 

The above change to the D-LI tariff will ensure that 
each D-LI customer receives a 15% discount from the domestic 
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tariff. :-" We" agree. that, this change \<is i appr,opriate.~ \. The p~op6sedY~ i 

minimum bill charge of 8.5 cents per day'shouldbe'adopted :.: ;'1 ,-.i; 

d. Time-of-Use Rate Scbedules l0.t i ',r, I "i ,;'j .,! 

:".. t_'· t:. ,To 'establish the-total 'energy rates by time-of-use 
period and' season, in accordance with the C~PC procedure 'adopted \'! 

for, Edison,' Edison proposes :to set the 'off-peak energy;charge.s ,and:. 
second-blockeneigy charqes, at :5, '~ents per'. kWh' (eXcluding ,the' Low,,' 

Income:Rate'Assistance surcharge and the PUblic utilities ',,: . ..,.' -~:~" 

commission Reimbursenent Fee) with the on-: and lilid~peak, enerqy- ':: ,: 
rates set to"collect the'remaining revenue requirement (after the" ' 
customer and demand charges have been, set)'and;to~reflecb the 
marginal energy cost ratios adopted in this proceeding. This 
pr6posal is unopposed and consistent with Edison's last general 
rate case,and last two annual ECAC proceedings. We agree that this 
proposal should be adopted. 

3 • Determination of OF Payments " 
Edison, DRA, CSC, and ccc agreed in the joint ,:; 

recommendation (Exhibit 34) that for,the deternination of QF 
payments, particularly through avoided ,cost postings, Rdisonshall 
determine'gas transportation costs using the gas volume adopted by' 
the connission in'the most recent SoCal Annual Cost Allocation 
Proceeding beginning with A.90-03-018. Moreover, the parties to 
Exhibit 34 recommend that the Commission adopt the principle that 
Edison's QF payments be deternined using the gas transportation ' 
costs based on the gas volumes adopted by the commission in the 
soCal Annual Cost Allocation proceeding decision in effect on the 
first day of each QF payment period. We will ~dopt this 
recoIn.Eendation. 
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. The ~ f6ll6wiilg reflects: the: IER" and' ECAd revertue llYopos'als) 
of the partiest 2 ",1 ,. 1· ,{.' ; '. ; .. ,.1' ,il,)'~ '.:') 

pr6pc:>~~d' '~ER 

Btu/kWh, 

. '.' <: ,~ ... - t'··...,f~_t ~.:._}: \_,!,-:) :-~-!;.~ 

Proposed ECAC Revenue 
" ': ' : IncI-ease :-: i: '~,J' 

($ millio.n,. : '1 

'··'321~3 :,:.~\'.: 

, } 

",'o Edison .. 
:"DRA' : 

ccc 
,esc· 

9,347 

9#345 
9,662/9;515' 

, ,9,666/9;792 

,175'.6";"')' :.,-'.:'.',~" "J 

, ' Not aVailable'; "! :,',,!.,. 

155.2/306.4 ':' ,. -.-,. ' 

"In 1978~ , the, federal q6vertrment enacted the PURPA;' 'which .1 

required electric utilities to interconnect, QFs" to their 'grid 'and " 
purchase all energy based on avoided cost pricing. During the " 
forecast peri6d, January .... OeceTl..ber '1~91, Edison" expects to purchase 
24,782 gigawatt..,..hours (qWh) of enerqy from QFs with 4,567 hegawatts 
(MW) of dedicated capacity (approximatelY 3,476 MW of effectiVe " 
capacity). The energy'and capacity expense from theseQFs' is 
expect~d to b~ $1,330.9 million artd $571~3 rnil1ibht resp~citiV~lY.:,: 
The tota1ambuht of payments to QFs during the forecast periOd is 
projected to be $1,902.3 mil1ion,QF energy is expected to' supplY 
30% of Edison's-tota1 generation and purchases of energy. 

in simple terms the price paid by Edison· to the QFs is 
determined by ~stirnating 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 QF or the 

2 see Appendix B; page 6 for explanatory footnotes. 

3 See 0.88-03-079, p. 21; cPUC, 2nd, Vol. 27, p. 571 fora 
technical discussion 6n energy pricing for QFs.-
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utility. If the IER is set too high it means ~hat the utility 
could .fla,ve pt:'oduced·.that extra l.i.lowatt· hour of el~¢t):ioity 
cheaper, and the ratepayers are hanned. If the IER is set·, t~o·'l()wl.'" 
the QFs are pai~.l,e~~. ,~han_ a f~ir price for theiy;~ner9Y' 

-, . t.. i \ :.'.. .' ~ -. ,. ~ :I .' ~.: ,_ - 0" l·:. __ ':"~ _ ' . _ .:: ':.. \; 

The IER set in, Edison's 1989 ECAC decision (0.90-01-048) 

was 9,586 Btu/kW1H"; Inthls application Edlsbn'asserts that 
9,341 Btu/kWh is reasonable: DRA proposes 9,345 Btu/kWh:. CCC{(an 
organization representing QFs) proposes an'IER of 9,515 Btu/kl'lh 
when gas is incremental and 9,662 Btu/kWpwhen,oil is incremental. 
esc (another QF Qrganization) presented-two'IERs, one based on 
Edison's forecast assumptions and one based onDRA'seese's Edison 
case. IER was 9,792 Btu/kWh, and their ORA case IER was 
9,696 Btu/kWh • 

. The issue of the IER is very important to Edison's 
ratepayers because QF payments now represent a large, .growing 
portion of Edison's: total resource mix. QF purchases now represent' 
over 30% of Edison's total resource mix, a larger portion of 
Edison'siuel and purchase power budget than oil and gas purchases.­
combined,. '. ~F paYlllents for gas-fired fuel· generators are directly 
propo:rtional to the IER, since enerqy. paynents to these QFs are . 
equal to the, IERtimes the utility avoided gas or oil prices ,'The . 
difference between. Edison's position of 9,347 and esc's Edison case 
IER of 9,792 Btu/kWh represents approximately $15 million to 
Edison's ratepayers in QF payments, naking 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 higher the revenue 
requirenent. 

Edison, ORA, CCC, and esc offered considerable testimony 
based upon complex computer forecasts to support their proposed 
IERs. Their testimony supports a range of forecast revenue 
requirenent and a range of incremental energy rates. During the 
course of the hearings the parties discussed compromising their 
differences and making a jo'int recomElendation: to. the commission. ;. 
Those discussions resulted in Exhibit 34 (attached as Appendix B), 
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their 'r~commendation ,that the C6mini~si9n;adopt:an average'annual,",n 
IER6t ,9,531' Btu/kWh,' and a total 1, revenue reqUirement, inorease':of;",. ! 
287.5_ million." !The'~ime~differentiated, IERsi for the forecast j' - ~, ~ 

period are r~commended, to, be t " 

,'. peak" , ' Mid :~ii.,Off',· :-;rrStlper"Off-Peak-Cj'ri 

~uMe~ 'lj,57~i";' 8~4()~L8~620"\ ,.;-',;" 'N/A"\ f')")~~ 
, Winter ilIA' 10;586::9;562 " ',":~ ,':;'8,128 

, : 7 .~ ':w~ flt\d that'th~ rec6ruhehdAtt6h'~ ~~tf6rih'~'ih th~ i1~il\ti~;~ 
t-e6ciruhetic\ati6ri'; (E~hibit:j4) :a~~':~{thh\"a"'reA~oJ\al)iei'i6rl~ o{:th~ :~, 
expe~ted\';JalUes:f6ri'evenue' t-~qJlr"ein~'J\t:(chal\g~' And' iER,~,jThe 161nt 
.' .-.,-~ '.:. ," '" 10.·' _'.':' ~-,-. i, "J_""!' j-~ ~> , .... i ,.)' '.; .. "', J l"j .\" "-;- -~ 

recomrnendat1on'of an annual averageavo1ded c6stIER 6f'9~531 " , ' 
Btu/kWh and th~' r~lated time~diff~renttated' ~\~6icre'd cost' JER' k~-' l§' . 
ad.opted. This adopted result, howev~'r~\'~ho\lld'nbt 'ti~ construed to 
be acceptance of the methodolOgY or'assunpti6nsul'lderlying the 
parties;" esti1ii.at~s of Edison's reVenue requirement or the IER.' 
s. Coriteste<i'Issues 

1., ERI 

it. 'BackgrO\tTl(l 
The ERI'!s afactor'used:in the'caicuiati6~ 6fas­

available capacity payments to: ceriaih QFs. :And it· i~' a way 6f ' 
expk'essing whether the value' of addit16r,ill ~apac'ity- 6ft ail! el~ct*lc 
utility syst~m ina 'given year Is' th~ 0 ~'arn.e as~ o'r 9r~at~r orl~~s! c 

than, theutiiity/s marginal capacity 'inv&s'tin~nt~' whi~h' is iis~tifu~d 
to be a combustion' turbine. out of' thi; approkinl~.t~iy-20, 432't-tW of 
total Edison area g~neration capacity, there ar~ approkimat~lY 
62 MW of QY'capacity that are subject to th~ ERi. 

Both ORA and Edison recolillhend that 'the ERI for the 
forecast period should be zero and the 'corresponding capacity'price", 
shoUld'be'$O.oo. dRAliEP reC6inIne~ds that. tile cornmisslon:adopt an 
ERI 6t"1.oarid that a floor value of 0.4 be establ:f~hed. ccc 
concurs ..... ith·the position taken byGRA/IEP in'this:p:rot:'eeding. 

Edi~on and ORA bbth used the reserve margin 
approximation method for ciliculation of the EIu. It' the for~cast 

- 17 '"" 



A.90-06-001 ALJ/BDP/dk 

reserve"margin-!is 5' pel:;"centage points or !Jn6reJabove' the- target'" i:; 1 

reserve' margin, ; the-ERI~ is zero.,! (lfc,the {orecast-;reserve -margin'!l.s 
less than;or,-equal to':the=targeti :the'ERti'isequal,to.one~:' (For.a," 
forecast reserve lDarqin within this range, -the ·ERI deolines· ,,'" 
li.nearly :between ,1 and 0,' '-This method was used by both Edison and 
ORA for A.S8~02-016, A.89~05-·064, and the current A.90~06-001 • 

. ' 'l -,- - _. , .' 1 ,i_ .' • 

"The approximation method is '<;onsidered to :closely 
approximate the Expect~d UnservedEnerqy(E~E) method, which the 

:~T:.I: '~: 4.~ ':'~ ~ !~~ _ '~_'_J~~." ..• ~; ~:_.' '" ~ ',' 

CommissiQn fQ\Uld iQ 0, 86-Q5-0?4 ,shoul<;l b~. the, ~asis \ fQr:calculat:ing 
.~~,.i. .... ' ,:' .. " .~ .. '_;_~ -. ",.' - .', ".~' . -_~- ~ .'~.'~~.:_'.:: :~~>,_., . ,"" 

an ,~~~ tQ reflect, system capa,qity nee~s.,,~h~ app,roxima~ion. ~ethod . 
< i - (. ". = • .. .;. • . _ a • _ • • ~ • • ~. • _ ~ , " _. _ • 

is, however" easier. to, implement than. the Et1~ .oethod, since. the EUE 
method.- ~e~ires -one,extra mod~l(a '~eliab'ilit~ IilOd~I) •. 

~ - . ~ ~ 

b. Position of Edison 
Edison argues that GRA/IEP's recommendation of an ERI 

of 1.0 has flaws and is,based on erroneous assumptions. Further, 
Edison believes that GRA/IEP's recommended 0.4 floor value .is a new , 
ERI methodology which is contrary to 0.88-03-079. 

Edison states that for the fo~e~a~t.period, its 1991 
.• l '. . . ~ • . ~" _ 

availab~e firm generating capacity is,projec~ed.to be 20,462 ~~. 
However, GRA/IEP bel~eve~ that t~is p~oj~ction should be reduced by 
1,1~~ ,M"..l because. Edison's q~nerating capacity resources should not, 
incl\1de: (1) 200 MW for castaic capaci~¥: (2) 250 MW for 
addi~ional spot capacity purchases associate~ with the Bonneville. 
Power Administration (Bonneville) -Edison' Sales and Exchange ' . 
contrac~ because this purchase is discretionary; and (3) 672 m~ for 
Palo Verde unit 3 and Alamitos unit 5 due to scheduled naintenance. 
Based on the removal of these three items, GRA/IEP reconnends that 
Edison's generating capacity available for 1991 should be 19,340 

.~ . . ' , 
MW. Edison contends that GRA/IEP's assurnpt10ns are incorrect. 

According to Edison, it did not include.any capacity 
. . .' . - .: ., . 

in the resource plan for the castaic pumped storage unit in the 
, , 

calculation of the ERI. Thus, removal of 200 MW of capacity from 
Edison's resource plan is improper. Also, according to Edison, 
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removal· 'of ,th'e l 25Q. NWspot capaoity, purchasecis;-inappropri.atei<" !1)1 

because'the california'EI\G1'g'y cOlllll\ission! (CEO)fand ,this,cornmissiofU 
have in their reports,and'de6isiorls, recognized: that ithe Bonneviller 
contrac,t· 'i.s"anexisting and approved'-contraot,which:should be 
included in EdisOJVs resource:plan for calculating the'E~I~":)~ :, 
Regarding Palo Verde unit "3 and Alamitos, unit· 5, 'Edison asserts .. ~.' 

that inclusi,on of these' units ,in ~its qenerating capaoity;,fOl;:"eca~tTj 
of"20 t 462,M.W is, appropriate under. the resoUrce modeling 'assumptions 
used to calculate the ERI.,' "E~iSOl"'ar9ues that removing these ,"'" > 

resources' from the total' capacity, for maintenance outages is not ",., 
approptiate., According to Edison, scheduled. outages are· recognized 
in the'determination ofthe'tarqet reserve margin; used in'" 
calculating the ERI. Therefore,' Edison asserts that· since, ; 
maintenance outages are included'in the determination of the' '. 
required reserVe margin, when the model determines the reserve 
marqini'su¢h resources cannot be removed again or ,this would be 
double~Gountin9 the outage. 

Next,' commenting on GRA/IEP's peak demand forecast, 
Edison argues that ,the GRA/IEP forecast 'of 18,299 MWis overstated 
by at least 2,034 MW for the following 'reasons: , }(1);the·recorded 
1990pea~ deGand of 17,647 }rn which GRA/1EP used as the basis of 
its estimate; should be reduced by 1;094 MW.for unused direct 
control load management; (2) the recorded 1990 peak demand of 
17,647 ~~ should be reduced by 440 MW to adjust for higher than 
AVerage temperature conditions; (3) GRA/IEP's projected 1991 
forecast peak demand of 18,229 MW should be reduced by'the 
escalation of the 300 MW Sacramento Municipal utility District 
(SMUD).sale; and (4) GRA/IEP's 1991 forecast peak demand of 
18,229 m~ should be reduced by at least 200 MW for recently 
approved conservation programs. 

According to Edison, by making the four adjustments' 
described above, combined with using a 2% peak· load growth 
escalation factor, rather than a 3.3% escalation factor, GRA/lEP's 
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forecast; peak-demand wouldibe: rec\U:ced ,to abo.ut·,.16j20Q -MW. 1rEdison;Y! 
bel ieves that ~- wi th these -adjustments i'1 GJtA/ I EP t S j forecast ",'oUld { then' 
be;consistent:with Edisorlfs-forecastof16i16Q:MW,,- : .. { -i";iL :i~ '-":;:d 

«i ;··~'--In.-respoJ1se to GRA/lEP~_s.ar<JUm~nt-6n:the·appropriate·.; 

peak load'cjrowth escalation factor,. Edison contends-that-a 2%iu(':'rIf 

growth-rate, rather.than the CEC's'3i3% growth rate,' recoml!1eridedtby_ 

GRA/IEPj. shQuld be- used to calculate the: 1991: foI'ecast,peak' demand.' 
Edison believes'that the CEC's~ ~3t.9rowth-iate-'is not applicabieL) 

for several reasonsi The CEC~s-19a7 peak ,f6I'ecast l ' showrLin-.-/ ; :'.:' 

GRA/IEP's Exhibit 25,: is not the -aqtual recorded 1987. Edison· peak,­
(managed -or' unmanaged). -The 1989-:-1993~' peak forecasts are -not· ;')-~ (~:"1 

officially. adopted by the CEC as noted ,in the footnote on page '4 of 

Exhibit 25. : -Additionally, Edison argues that the year's selected r. 
for determining the growth rate significantly impact the 
conclusions~ Edison poirtt~ out thatif~the 1990 to 1991 years are 
used; -the CEC's -growth-rate is 2.6% •. If the years -1988-95 are. > 

used, the CEC's growth rate is 2.4%. In summary, Edison's position 

is-that the CRC data in GRA/lEP's Exhibit 25 is not-a valid basis 
to establish the 1991 peak-load growth escalation factor. 

c~· Position ofDRA 

DRA agrees 'with Edison that th~ CoIr.mission should.­
adopt anERl index of 0.0 for the forecast period.DRA disagrees 
with GRA/IEP's recommendation that ERI of 10 0 be adopted with a- _­
floor of 0.4. 

DRA sees an inconsistency in GRA/IEp/s position.'·DRA 
points out that in D~88-09-079 the Commission directed-the parties'­

to use "the load and resource assumptions developed during the ECAC 

proceeding# to derive the ERI. The Commission stated that this ' 

approach to ERI updating ensures' consistency with the results of 

our ECAC proceedings without adding issues to the latter 
(D~88-09-079, p. 8, footnote 4)~ GRA/IEP did indicate in testimony 
that it agrees with DRA's policy that the same resource-plan should 

be' used for developing both the ERI and the IER as Well as the" 
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rev~mU~tr~~i~~}l\~n\.~ ! pre t~e;.~~il ~~y. -; :.~\\bC?U9h (m~/I~p oft~re~i~t--' (! f 

testitllony~.~n. ~h~, ~ai.~ul~~.~On,,9f, ~Q~ ERI:o-:Y~l:~~, !:!t I_~~d I}Qt. :Qt:f~l" ~ny 
test~m?nY on:t~.~ use,of the f;ameresoUrC$}pl,an_;tor· d~vel~pil\g.t~~ '! 
I~R., ~?cprdin9.t0 DRA, ._.G~/~I:~",J;el+ed: ql'L~he.'loa:d and,r~~Qurc~ 1 ;' t 

assumption~.t)l~~.w~re ~s~~~y ~d~s9nto"d~t~J;mine the BRI,' ~nq;made 
changes from there, fpr purpg~~s.of. it~ own ERr _Q.ev~~opm~T\t,-: .~\'·,;I .• ,'. 

There~or~-, DRA, believes tttat :the GRA/IEP an~lYf;l~ supporting its 
reco~~nde~::I~R,.of·i,O ha~ .. ~; tund~me~~al~fla\'l s~n~e:-it dQes:.not.:: \ 
rely on _:th~ same ·resourc~, plarL for: developing ~ll _ compon~nts o.f ~ ,', ,.; 
this case. 

, Ne~t, -O~ ar9ue~ ,th~t. GRA/I,~P~s ,recommendation, to ~<i 7 

I!l.odify the. reserve margin ,approximation method to,have a floor of::: 
0.4 for the ERI shou Id be rej ected. ..: DRA points' out -that; the; _. . , 

r.eserve roarqin method clo~ely tracks the EUE m.e~hod. If ,the same.' 
r~source ass\lmpti(;>ns are used. in each, methoq, and _the ERI is very:. 
close to zero under the .approximation methoci j then, according tQ 
ORA, one would expect that-it would be very close to zero·under the 
EUE method as well • 

. Also, with regard to GRA/IEP's re~ommendatiQn for a 
floor of 0.4 for ,the ERI, DRApoints out-that 0.89-06-048, which 
GRAI.IEP relies on,. speoif~cal~Y ~ddresses Paci.ficGas and Electr'ic 
company (PG&E) which is highly depen~entonhydro, and according to 
ORA, that decision is nqt applicable to Edison in the short term 
(D.89-06-048, p. 5, footnote 8). 

DRA recornnends that GRA/IEP pursue its recommendation 
to have an ERI floor of 0.4 in the Biennial Resource Planning 
Update proceeding, which is the appropriate forum to determine QF 
payment nethodologies. 

d. Position 'ofGRAtiEP . -,. , 

GRA/IEP argues that the ERI proposed by Edison and 
ORA results framil method~i<><.Jicai. apprOa.ch'many times rejected by 
the Comnission: that, contrary· to assertions by Edison and DRA, the 
Commission has never approved that "1.0/a.On ERI approach; and that 
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in any:'ev~nt ttl6\use ofi'c<>tt-ect -lotui {a"d::~es6urc~"aat~I yield~F'ihr"Y: 
ERI Of:~2',514i ~6iltin ,e)lcess ~ot 1~{6,;and-'.\6tftfi~;ERi;f6f,;zer3':"--t t;-",; 

prOposed (by fEdi~on'-and'l)RA~'''; Becaus~ '6f. tht{ tundllmer.tal'dispatliY -,..: 

in p6siti6nbetweEHl thei'part:i~s~ ! aRA/iEP' k:-~colhl!\6nd~,l'as arf'irtterhi' 
rn~asure;' that; the Cortunission"consider app19irl~r'ln :tiiiscase: the';> ;',', 
"1. 0/0. 4" -ERlapproach;;it; adopted' in-D~89~06-048." i',]"! -, ".' • 

",: . ,.' ~, Also; cGRA/IEP:take~:'e)(d~pti6ri to':Edls6ntsiand~DRAlsil; 

position -6il~'ca~acity valt\ati6n. According to"GRA/iEft;: E~H~(hl/s'-' ", 
prop6§ed c ERI·6f:O.6=is!QF -s~~difiri ~irl6~~iri'il: ~th~~ ~orl~ixt~ '{"'l 

Edison admits the value of additional capacity. GRA/IEP points Z-6ut 
thatin::it.s'direct -testiniotly-'lt na§ :recited exarnpl~s"of instances 
",'here Edison hasta:ken actions 'or made r~p}.les:eritati6ns to this: ' -
effect:,- (1) Edison's request for' emergency 'cilpacity irorn'QFs;-
(2) its'support of 'the Bbnnevillecapacity purchase contract, . which 
the C6mmissionapproved, based'on a 1990 ERI 6f(h~3 'ancf a: i99l-ERI 
of 0.561 and (3) ·its merger testImony thatso:":caiiedsurpius 'system 
capacit:y was' worth flo less than $60 per kW-yeai'. " 

Accordingly, GRA/IEP urges the Conmission to take 
note of the position taken by Edison arid DRA in this matter and 
recognize .tliattheir' ERI, 'ieconUiu~ridationis belied by Edlscmis 

actions elsewhere. 'On the 6therhand, GAA/IEP believes that its' 
reconun~ndation is whollY-in line and consistent with the capacity 
valuation reflected in th~se other contexts. 

states thatt 

, , 

Regarding resource availability assumptions, GRA/IEP 

(1) 

(2) 

Its revised ERr calculation of 2.574 
reflects a correction for 200 Ml~ of 
castaic capacity; 

The exclusion of the purchase ,of the 
250 MW spot capacity unde;r" the' , 
BOnneville contract is inconsistent 
with Edison's proposed ERr of zero but 
cOTlsistent. with Edisonis assumed ERr 
of 0,56 used to justify the contract/s 
cost-effectiveness; 
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" .. ~ - ['i 1,-', ,r'_'!J(jr':f~.GRA1IEP'-acce'ptsEQison's!positionl6n'1!: ,--,~~t,: ~'<';" 

the av~i~~~i>~i.t~/?~ r.~~~:1y,j~~~I~r)~~l':'I1"".-,:",_,;-c' ,_,I 
but does not ac~ept Ea~son s '(isset't on" -- . -' 
that the deletion of Alamitos r unit 5.'~ 

':, ,i, __ ',' r t9~ .. ~,:l1p~i~tenanq~,o~ta,g~;w6~ld r~sult 
", - ittadouble':c6untlnq, - c' '" .. ,., 

~ - 1 {f ~ ~ f , .... ,. J ;. { . - i . i '- _ -!- ',' .' _;: ~ : ___ : <'. ',' ~ ~'" • 

,', (4) . ~dts,(;m ,ignor:es ,the fac~ th~~"it"has 
. 'rtever ~ttempted to invoke'all 6f the 

1,094 iMW, for which it· has load,'.' '", ~ 
',' :':'i I':~';;·' ,\~~IJ~~~l~e~t, ~') "I?l~se! .. and ,d~~s n?t ,plan 
,~. ·~ts system based on the assumpt10n 

•. ·.iW_,r,:·, thilt:it vill curtail 'service to ,these. 
customers; 

" ~'·:(5)·' Edison!s reliance' on·average 
teIilperature, cond~ti()ns to establish. 

(6) 

"weather normalized.'; -demand is' -
, ,incon~ist.nt with its oth~r~~eather­
-rela~ed ~onditions,. such as hydro 

, availability; 

GRA/IEP's revised ERI.reflects a 
~oirection for escalating the' 300 ffi~ 
capacity sale to S}ruo; 

'it is' inco~r~dt i~~ EJ~~6ri't6 inoiude 
conservation that'is not currently in, 
place because there is no assurance 
that the tundirig'of' these additionai 
prograns wili yield the expected -

.result; and 

The CEC's 3.3% demand growth rate 
should be favored over Edison's 
internal undocumented 2i p~op6sed 
rate. 

{ .:: -, --- , ; 

. 
'::' -

- ~ . 

Lastly I GRA/IEP argues that neither Edison' nor ORA'· 
cite any to~l~~I~ri'deterfiination o~ finding which can be construed 
as ~n: ad6ptl~iri ~~ encibrSEHr.ent·of its 1.0/0.0 ERI approach. GRA/IEP 
beil~\t~;", t'hiit Edis'~~, s' and ORA' s ~el iance on last year's EcAc: 

-.; '" -,: 1;- i. ~"I'-'~ ~ :.,j .'_.' -i _ ,,- " .;. ";. .j.:.:',. . 

decls~on (D.90-01-048) 1S misplaced because the 1.O/O~O ERI' 
appi-oach'W;;~:' not. a subject 6fthat proceeding ~ According 'to -' 
DRA/IEP,:- tha'{ dehi~io'n represents the first time that Edi~o))is' ERi 
meth~ology y'i~ided an ERI of zero, and there was no one iti'th~ ,', 
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case with anj~interestc~n-seein9_',to jt;hecorrect- appl,iqation of prior 

commission ·~$~~t:M.ttl~'t,l'~nfi ~ f~ t~?t::~~J,n(;.[ ~.},':;. ':;;;: 
, ' , "" _ ',' " _ ,,',' , _ c ,I"" , ,,' • .. • _ , ',' I 

e.' Discussion;-, i ,\ \--0 ':l" (J": ,':, ,,;iJ i ,',j; 

, i !'We 'wrir~'tidd~e~H:i\~GRA/.f~P,'~ Ji:glimeiN that the use of 
\ l ~ ~ ~ 1; ~ •• ' _"" _. '.. -" ' " I. t ; .:.,~_ 

correct load and resources data yields an ERI well in excess of 1.0 
and not the E~I (lQt 'zi;to }ptop~sEid'~y ::Edi~4n' (ind, i'QRA; : \The proposed 

or :.' • c, ' ':-...:: l.J • ,--, • ; t ~ ,,'.' _.' _ .'.-' .; , '< -. , ~ -l. 

GRA/IEP adjustments are, addressed :ib~~n 'by:'itel!l~ : 

1,(ir-'c Th~;'~OO,;~'~f:;,¢as~aiq;capa~~~y, apparently, is 
no longer in dispute since GRA/IEP's'revised ERI calcUlation 
reflects this correction. 

(2) Notwithstanding: that purchase of the 250 lM of 
spot capacity und~rtheBonhe~~ii~ 'contt'act is'~discretionary, we 

• . _ '. _. " l -_ ~ , 

conclud~ that -this _ is,' finn capacity which: is available to Edison. 
since Edison rnayavail its~if of this cap~city',when necessary, we 
find no nerit to GRA/IEP's argument'that it should not be included 
in Edison1s resotirce~',f6r 1991. Th~refore, G~/IEP/f; adjustment is 
not adopted. 

,,,,(3) Edis(;m'~ arg\1rnent is that Palo Verde Unit 3 and 
Alamitos unit ~ are shown in the mOdeling of Edison's resources, 
and the availi;\bllit}<or 'non-availability of these resources is 

. :,' .. ;. . '.", , ." .'. 
properly accounted' for,' in the lIlod~lin9 proce~s. According to 
Edison, because all maintenance outages ar~ tefiected in the 
modeling, removal of these items'would result ,in double-counting 
the outage. We believe' that,Edisol'l's argurnent:is valid. GRA/IEP 
failed to demonstrate that this is not so. Accordingly, the 
GRA/IEP adjustment is not adopted. 

, , 

,(4)" The f~ct. that Edison has never attempted to 
invoke all of tl:t-e. 1,094,Mof load management that it has,in place 

. . . - .'. ' '. ~-

does not negate.,the fact that it is a resource, that is available • 
..:. i ~ ~. , : . ..... .. .' _ _. _ " \ . 

Further ,we sh(:>uid point. out that the customers on load management 
schedules are served on a tariff which 
be curtailed when Edison has the need. 
these customers strictly in accordance 
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curt~il:~,;;uqb cu~tQ~~(S ~wn~J) \J\ecess~ry(,i~ ;qiscrim\nation ~ against ,(1'1 

other customers who are in effect ~ubsi~i~in9 :th,eJIQwer rates 1 } f . " 

enjoy~d_-by ~Ufj,tqIller~ on 1,.Qad:lUat)agement:,:rat.e,schedules, since 
Ediso~h~s ,the, optiQn,~tocurtaiL all customers ,on these schedules ,:',' 
when there isa nee~i ~e -reject GRA/IEPrs argUlttentthat jload-:";;~,_',, ; 
J'!Iaqagement. ~s 'flot ~ ;viable 'reso~rce •. :: " ';; ~,'. ~ t ". , !" 

.: ;,:."," (,,(5) ,Edison'_~ positiQn!isthat the 17,647, MW recorded 
June; 27 t 'l~~O ~ paak·figure '\l!?e.d by GRA/IEP is not representative ,~ ;, " 
because it includes 440 MW of lQad. t:hat: would,; not ,have occurre~ '-,. 
\lnder av~rage<;onditions~' Edison points ,out, that ,its target 
reseryenetbodoloqyacco\lnt,s ,for extreme heat conditions on a ' "~r' 
pr()babi 1 istic ,basis; therefore, average weather conditions: should .': { 
be assuned for the peak dEmand forecast. If GRA/IEP has :.' 
reservations regarding this issue, it may raise ·its concerns in the 
next Biennial Resource Planning Update proceeding. For purposes.of 
this proceeding, ,we conclude that it is reasonable to adopt 
Edison's position since Edison has'ail'ow~df6r:extreme' heat 
conditions in its 'target reserve methodology,' 

. (6) The 300 MW capa?ity ,stllet6 SMOD, appa,rently, is 
no longer in dispute since GRA/IEP's'revised ERI'calcuiation 
reflects this calculation. '. < 

(7) Regarding conservation that is currently not in 
place, we believe that GRA/IEP may have a valid argument. Edison 
expects that the new programs will reduce 1991 peak load by 240 MW. 

However GRA/IEP's assumption is that none of this conservation will 
yield any result. We believe that GRA/IEP is overly pessimistic. 
For purposes of this discussion, we will assume 50% of ' the 240 MW 

does not become available. 
(8) Lastly, we address GRA/IEP's arqument that for 

1991, the CEC;s 3.3% growth rate should be used rather than 
Edt~ori'sfigu~e ot 2% th~t 'it ~ses tor iriternAl pla~~ing purposes. 

\ole bellev~ that GRA/IEP has a valid ar<Jt}:m~nt that' 
Edison has not demonstrated why its 2% growth rate is appropriate 
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for 1991 rrHow6ver.,r 'We' b~11eve\that'·GRA/IEP's~·tiHiaJ\ce 6k\"CECiS :hi~',~ 
3.3\ factor is' iriapp't'opriat~ :too. ;, ',n ~ ~11 ,:>~: e'!1';"", '; ) "Il'l 'i';l'," 

c:<,i(~;,', ·:As Edi"sonpoint:ed 6ut~li th~i3i3':CEc'gr6wth ~~te{{(lri:,; 
which [is, for: 1987-94, ,is6versf;i\ted .rbecause~it:incl\ldes fa '1981'!~' S ;.~{ 
recorded, Valu'e : unadjusted foi.'~~ather~\" i FUrther)' 'the"CEC : '~'dt .1-1 1,,: 

specifically did not Officially ,Adopt thi§fgr6wth ihte~tEihibit~~S~ 
fo6tnote) ~ : ~ Arid more ·'importantly;' i this EcAc,'proceediilg is concerned 
with :1991.1'. We believe that a' forecast' for 'the 1 i987;;'94'~period'isi(d 
not specific enough for 'our pUrpose,>; .' ...• -,. ", .,': 'I [',,[ ~ :'U,,-

:,:, '",.r Since'GRA/IEP has'reIied'-'on the'CEC:,f6recastl";we'wlll 
use the CEC data to derive aspedific~f6teca§t-fo~~19~1:~(On~thi~" 
basisp,tha'CEC 1990-91,foreca.st iscalcuiated't6 be 2.7%:Ci7l9!) 'MW, 
~ 16943, Exhibit 25). ' ! 

- - If the aboVe 2.7% growth-rate'is used to evaluate-
GRA/IEP's argument; the ERI ",'oUld still, be i zero:" 

1990 Recorded Peak used by 
, GRA1IEP 

Unused Load Management -
,. Edison Position. " 
weather Normalization -

. Edison Position -. 
50% Conservation Not Realized -

GRA/IEP position 

1991' capacity 
Load with 2.7% Growth 

Reserves % 
Ta.rget, Reserves % 
ReserVes Exceed Target % 

17,647 ' 

(1,094) 

- (440) 
i 

i20 

16,233" . 
438 . 

16,671 

20,493 
16,671 

'22.9 
16.0 
7.8 

As shown above, since the reserves are more thap 5% 
above the target, the ERI is zero. (SeeERI Background section 
Bl.a) " 
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In:.f;UJ!lJ!\~ry" we' .Gollol\lde : th~t·, the ,Edi~on/DRA ,',,'\:t,' f 1'~:1 

recomme'lq~tion of! an,ERI 1 of z,ero {Qr"the ,fo~ecast pe.ri,odis:j_l'F:" 
rea_sonable. ; A,ccor~Ungly ,', based on an, ERI 'of zero, the ,resulting ,; (, \' 
avoid~,dl cOpt payment. t~ certain, QF,'s during ,the -forecast peri!->dis r 
$o/kW. " ,,' ',-" ';~:l;:':,-::-,' ','-' -:_",-, -',"_'!-"',) 

Regarding GRA/IEP's request fora floor -Qf '\0;4 ,for 1 ,:', 

the ERI, ~e believe DRA'has'a valid arquBent that simply because 
PG&Ehas a fioor: 0.4" that, does ~not, mean that the same should apply, 
to Edison. ~ PG.&~- is- more hydro dependant, that Edison. Therefore,; ,:.­
we do not find GRA/IEP's reconmendation based on PG&E D.89-06~048 
persuasive. ' 

'2. EseaHI,tion o't Marginal 
customer and Demand Costs 

a. BackgroUnd 

Foiiowing'a motion by CLECA to update marginal unit 
customer And demand costs, on August 7, the ALJ ordered Edison to' 
update' its harginal' unit: custoner and dernin'l:ci' costs using' 'the D-ata 

Resources, Inc. (DRI) forecast of the GroSs National Pr'oduc-t(GNP) 
Implicit- Price Deflator. Edison 'provided th'e teqUested update. 
TURN filed a motion for reconsideration of the ALJ's nnihg -on· 
August 10, 1990. TURN argued that the comrni'ssionha.s- previously 
ruled that updat~s to such e:osts would not be' considered in ECAC· 
proceedings. Therefore, TURN believes that the ALJ's ruling was 
improper because it denied TuRN proper notfceand its right to be 
heard. TURN's motion for reconsideration was denied by the ALJ on 
septemb'er 6, 1990. 

b. Position of TURN 

Turui argues that the ALJ adopted a method for 
calcuiating marginal customer and demand costs '..-!thout notice arid 
an op~b~tunity'tb be h~Ar~. 

TURN hotes that the August 7,' 1990 ALl nHing 
determines that nEdison shali update its marginal u~it customer and 
demand costs using the DR! forecast of the GNP Implicit Price 
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Deflator, and 'provide t'lew'(Ha:ss rltlar<Jinal"cost~revehuE{ 
responsibility 'percentages.n,I'Accordihg to' TURN,' this ·rutin9:~·< " ,," 
violates'rboth the laws and the 'Constitution 'of ,this' state because'" 
it 'adopts a tiethOd ~for: alterii\g the' previously~ adopted' marginal': ;': . 
customer and demand costs without providing notice and an 
opport.unity to' be heard~' " ,: .,' 

Further',' TURN pOints out that: whehit~reqUested'" , •• : r-

p.e'nnissi6n. to offer eVidei'ice 'on mar'qinal· custone'r·and demand' c6sts : 
which'did not rely 'OJl' a" simple : escalation' methodolOg)',: the ALi i ' 

denied its l.-eqU'est., ", , " 

", ~ 

According to TURN, the sole basis for the ALl's " 

ruling is CLECA's claim that marginal,cu~~omet; and ~e:lIland; cO,sts 
have increased by at least the rat,e of' ihflatioh~ "TURN asserts 
that CLECA did no analysis to support an inorea~e in marginal 
customer and demand costs. Therefore, TURN contends that such an 
untes~~d claim is not s~fficient to s~pport a change in the 
commissio~'s adopted nethodo~ogy, and the increase in residential 
rates that will result from this change. 

Also, TURN notes that in Ediso~'s general rate case 
decision,(D.S7-12-066), the commission stated that mar9inal ,. 
customer and demand costs would not be considered in ECAC 
proceedings. Therefore, TURN argues that D.87-12-066 ~ay n~t be 
altered without a hearing. TURN cites Public utilities (PU) Code 
§ 17GB and the case of California Trucking Association v. PUC, 
(1977), 19 Cal. 3d 240, 245 in support of its position. 

Also, TURN relies on PU Code §§ 454 and 728 which 
require that the Commission may not raise any rate except upon a 
showing before the commission, and after a hearing. According to 
TURN, in this proceeding , in violation of the above-cited statutes, 
the Commission has not held a hearing or, indeed, developed any 
evidentiary basis for the adopted increase in marginal demand and 
customer costs and the correspondinq increase in residential rates. 
TURN argues that, instead, the Commlssion has relied solely on the 

- 28 -



A.90-06-001 ALJ/BDP/dk ;""; 

unt.e~teQ asser~iQns ,of>the', ind.\lstri~l cu,stoner.s,· the ivery. p"arti,es ,-; 
who will stand to benefit if marginal costs ate altered, ,to change '; 
the method of calculating marginal customer(and~demand costs in 
order. to raise -res~Qential . rates.:-; 

c. Position· of Edison ~. '. 

Edison states ,that although marqinal unit cost 
elements_are not generally tlpdated~in ECAC prOceedings, Edison did 
not oppose the updating of marginal;unit demand. and custom~r costs 
to reflect· escalation in this ECAC because: such updating .Was' '," 
limited~in scope and could be accommodated without delay. Due toa 
change-in Edison's general rate case schedule, marginal unit demand 
and customer costs have not been updated since January 1, 1988, '-.-. 

Edison -believes that this has caused unantioipated effects on its 
custoners. Therefore, Edison does not object to escalating these 
costs in this ECAC proceeding by applying DRI's forecast of the GNP 
Implicit price Deflator •.. 

Edison points out that the ALJ granted CLECA's motion 
requesting an update to reflect inflation, but permitted parties to 
present evidence that escalation should not occur and whether 
factors other than the DR! GNP Implicit Price Deflator should be 
used if escalation is ordered. 

Edison argues that the ALJ's ruling permitted parties 
to present evidence of other escalation factors if they considered 
that the DR! factor was not appropriate. Edison asserts that TURN· 
could have presented such evidence: however, it chose not to make 
any showing regarding the escalation of marqinalcustorner and 
demand costs. Thereforet Edison SUbmits that TURN did, in fact, 
have notice and an opportunity to be heard and its arguments to the 
contrary should be rejected by the Commission. 

Regarding TURN's contention that there was no 
analysis to support the increase in marginal customer and demand 
costs, Edison believes that the DR! GNP Implicit Price Deflator is 
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amply -'sUpported' ift' the c record and -cAn : lawfully -be, adopted < by' the' ',':-
. . ~ ~ .: [. ~ ~- ! .~ ~ l . ...,. { , ~ ~ . . ~ f ;... : '"'. : . ; 

0< d.\ !Poslt16I"ti6tCLECA' fr : ;:H~. ~-,i' )1.' ,i'" ,-, -,;' 

CLECA's witness, BarbaracBarkovich; testified that 
use of the GNP Implicit Price Deflatoriis approptiate in' this 
proceeding, She noted that the C6n.mis-sion has adopted the same 
mechanismifor-updating-rnai'<jinal generation-demands costs for QF 
pricing purposes. shetesti fiedthat she would 'expect marqinal< 
transmission and 'distribution' demand 'costs as well: as 'marginal'-· 
customer· costs to 'escalate-at-a rate similar to,that of naiginal 
generaticin;demand costs,,' she testified that she was awilreof-no 
productiVity gains which W6uldcause these types of costs to change 
in a mahnerdifferent that the GNP I~plicit Price· Deflator. 

; Regarding TURN's allegation that the ALJ's ruling 
violated its procedural -due process rights, CLECA argues that there 
is no basis to TURN's allegation since TURN did not avail itself of 
the opportunity to present evidence. ' CLECA points out that while 
TURN presented an expert witness On other questions, it offered no . 
evidence.concerning the updating of the 'marginal unit customer and 
demand costs.' TURN did not attack through expert testimony the 
ALJ's choice of the GNP Implicit Price Deflator as the mechanism 
for updating these costs. 'Nor did it present any evidence 
suggesting that the marginal custoner and/or demand costs haVe 
remained stable or have declined'in the three years since the issue 
of 0.87-12-066. 

e. position of Industrial Users 
Industrial Users argue that TUIDI continues to ignore 

the central issue addressed by the ALl's ruling. I.e., the need to 
make some reasonable adjustment of the Commission's procedures for 
updating of marginal customer and demand changes, in light of the 
unanticipated deferral of Edison's test year 1991 general rate 
case. 
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,-,"[ ir; ~ _-"~' Acco,rding to.'Jndu'strial, Usersl-'-there is acompellirt<jl 
need ,for such a-nadjustroent'and 'it ielatesto two considerations,-'-"! 
First,- it makes'no sense that the commission should have to make 
its,revenue allocation decisions-in this proceeding on the basis of 
stale and outdated marginal,'cost data, 'Second~' basic', fairness 'and' , 
eqUity dictate. that thOse customers whose reVenue allocation would: 
be severely_ skewed in the 'absence of updating receive 'the benefit--, 
of an adjustment' to· offset- some' of theundesirable-conseqtlences' 'of, 
the def~:rral of :Edison's, testyear19~1 general rate 'case.; 

f. -, Position 'of, 'CMA -
. ')-' CMA argues that-: the- only asserted support, for TURn's 

position is that the Commission decided in Edison's ;last general 
rate ca~e that 'only rnaiginalenergy cost shoUld be Updated in ECAC 
proceedings. According to CHA, TURN ignores the fact that the 
commission's decision was nota grant to TURN of the benefits of 
distorted cost;. al16cation.CMA asserts'that the Commission's 
decision was a compromise between accuracy and the need for speedy 
action'on ECAC-applicationsand that in making that compromise, the 
commission expected it to apply only to t .... o years of ECAC caSes-.-' 

CMA points out that by the third year, which the 
current case represents;: the Cor:.!Illission expected that fully updated 
marginal costs would be used for the ECAC, based on new general­
rate case data for all elements of cost. ThUs, according to CHA, 
with the delay in Edison's general rate case, a major premise for 
the Commission's compromise of accuracy and expedited rate relief 
is no longer applicable. 

Regarding TURN's contentions that it has been denied 
procedural due process, CMA contends that TURN makes a basic error 
in applying its cited statutory and court authorities for its 
position. CMA points out that TURN treats the ALJ's ruling 
allowing evidence to be submitted updating marginal costs as a 
decision of the Cornmission that the rates in this case will be 
based on the updated costs. And CMA believes that TURN fails to 
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re_GO<Jniz~ ,that : it had ev,ery . reasonable, opportunity' during this 
proceeding to offer evidence and sUbstantive argUnent to persuade ,-n 

the commission that ·it should use old instead of new cost data.'~' [ i 

'::,':: r.;·,: -.::' : In ~ response to '!URN's contention. that -the action of .; 
the.ALJ-was taken without adequate notice and evidentiary hearings,: 
CHA- submits .thatthe authorities cited by TURN ali.pertainto-the :~.' 
need. for notice ·a:nd hearing before the Commission ;acts, n9t--before:i 
anAL} makes a ruling on admission· of evidence on which the>:., -,. 
Commission could rely, after full notice and hearing as TURN 'claims 
to be required. CMA beiieves that the. principle~ 'of"'iaw requiring 
a hearing before action is taken by the Commission have been met. 

g. -. Discussion 

...• Although the comnission decided in Edison's last 
general" rate' case that only narginal energy cost should be updated 
in ECAC proceedings, the Cornnission expected that by the third year 
after that decision, there would be fUlly updated marginal costs 
availaqle for this ECAC proceeding ... But for the postponement of 
E.dison's general rate case, this proceeding would have had the 
benefit-of new general rate case data' for all elements of cost. 
Therefore,. the circu:mstances which the Commission had in mind when 
Edison~s general rate case decision was issued, changed 
significantly. 

When CLECA filed its.motion in this proceeding 
arguingthilt,· as a result of the postponement of Edison's general 
rate case, the situation created was a skewed and unfair picture of 
customer class marqinal cost revenue responsibility, no party 
disputed that clain. Therefore, we believe that the AIJ correctly 
directed Edison to update its costs using'an across-the-board 
escalation factor. The updating was a simple ministerial task and 
it was accomplished with minimum delay. More importantly, as a 
result, the commission is no~ not in a situation where it has to 
base this decision on stale data, 
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,\.'[:1 :-'11 f' • ~c'l'p~~~.,}:'_eli_~n.c~ .'Q~,,_PU _Cod_e§§ c\54. i 7aS '-1C\nd ).7_0~.[ and! 
the California Trucking Association case reflects a basic . \; :t'_>, l j 

misu,nd~r~_ta.l}c.ling ~(,t:he,s~ auth,oriti~~.;~h$, pi~ed. st~tutory and 
court, .authori~ies ~tanq"for the p!,oposi,1;.io"~~at,.,the cQmmissio". '.': f' 
should pJ;'<?vide parti~s ,wlt~ ,an opportunity to ,belleard befpre,.the" ! 

commission acts. In this case, TURN has been provided with, notlce;, 
and ample,opportuJlitY.to be hea!d before the, conmission acted. As 
pointed out by the intervenors, TURN chose not ,to, intx;oduqe expert 
witness test~~ony, to suppo~t its position that the commission 
should use the old da~a. 

,Also" tne ALJ correctly denied TURN's request to 
offer evidence on:marginal customer and demand costs'which did not 
rely. on a simple across-the-board escalation methodology. TURN's 
request was, in effect, an attenpt to relitigate the methqdology 
for computing marginal costs and/or an attempt to se~ectively 
relitigate individual cost, components. Just as TURN believes that 
ther~ are certain individual items which should be addressed in the 
interests of their clients, the other parties no doubt haVe similar 
concerns regarding different items that would be advantageous to 
their clients. If TURN's request had been granted, other parties :­
could have made similar requests. This proceeding could have then 
developed into a, general ratecase proceeding., That is a result 
that negates the whole purpose of an ECAC proceeding. 

Accordingly; we affirm the ALJ/s rulings on updating 
marginal costs for revenue allocation purposes. ' 

3. GaS Cost for Marginal 
Energy and Demand costs 

a.' Background 
Edison and. ORA recormnend that $3.25 per M'MBtu average 

cost of gas which ORA Used to prepare the revenue' requirement in' 
the' joint reco'mmendation (Exhibit 34) b~ used for the marginal 
energy cost calculation and revenUe allocation purposes if the 
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conuniss"ion ;adopts 'the' '}ointYe'conunEH\datioh\i f TURN :sUk:>i>orts the ORA 
proposal. " ; ,,', I ;c, ' ! 'i ''':, '" , ; , . .. ,:. , ,: <, c .. ~ " , " ,,', t ;: ['.) ,;', 

i ";", ' '~i HoweVer','Industrial Usersi' 'CMA,"CSC;' ¢LECA': and :ccc i" 
disagYee with'-Edison" and 'DRN.' "They: recomme'nd a' gascosto'f '$3.12 ;" 

per MMBtU,1 based on thEftestimony of Indu"strial'Useis' ~itn~s~'" 
chal'faht., " : ,. i -.:, : " ,; ~ ,. , , 

:,. . ".,: 'At'theoub:;et of this' proceedin'g/ th'egas cost' 
recommehdat tons !were: "" 

DRA $2.84' per' MMBttl' 
Industrial Users $3 .12 })~r l-tMBtl1' 
Ed ison ; $3,,'4 () per' NMBtu 

: During the course of the proceeding,' with the 
introductioJiof the: joint recol'\..F.lehdati6n which recOnlmends a revenue 
reqUirement and IER, Edison,' and ORA changed their recommendation 
to $3.25 per M}IBtu. 

h. Position of Industrial users 
Industrial Users argue tha't : the ~rOp6sal of Edison 

and DRA that the gas cost assunptioh purportedly underlying the ", 
joint'recommendation be applied for revenue allOCation purposes 
should be' rejected in favor-of permit- 1 a disposition of that' 
iSsue on the merits. 

Industrial Users contend that the 'joint 
recommendation, by its terms, disposes of only two issues in the-:: 
caSe: revenue requirement and the appt6priatelevel of the IERs to 
be employed in QF pricing calcUlations. However, two of thefotir 
proponents of the joint recomnendation ~ Edison and ORA - contend 
that the joint recommendation assumes a' specific gas 'cost and that 
that cost should be used in the calculation of :the marginal energy 
cQstsfactoredinto the allocation of the authorized Edison 
revenues. In contrast, another of the proponents of the joint 
recoI!U;lendation - esc - strenuously disclains the incorporation of 
any specific gas cost into the joint recommendation and opposes the 
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caii'i6'vet applicationl 6fitlle f6i~t t~coDm6ndati()ri In~ the"'iev~ri'ue<'!'L' 
allocation"-contexti" f:-.i ,t.':'! ::~' .', i;,:',', ~.,-\ ",,'; ;,-,' :';~'II('J.; 

'(' , . :::' i lndu'st'tiill Users ~ subinit, that"a: "i.igur'e 'A9te~'d' u~ori "by c', 

onlytw6' 'cif the parties it'6 toe 'pr6ce~din9'sh6uid ':not be applied'!~~ : 
without further ado to control other issues in the cas~;'6t' direct' >, 
and immediate concern to those parties'riot'inVblv6d' in toe joint 
rec6mmendati6n. lridilsti"ial" Usersass'erf 'that th~ Cornmission's 
proper "c6ut~~ "is ,to iqnc)r~ "'the 'assunptitillspurp6r'tecHy underlying' 
the joint reconunendation 'and t6'd~cid~·~th~'issu'e'of Edis6il f s'(i<is 
cost for:'purposes or' tli~ rnar9inal ;~ileigy 'c6st . 'and 'revenue 
allOcAtl'6n deliberations heredn on"th~ 'nerits" of that' issue,' . L~.~; 
on the basis of the r~6ordevidence presented 'on' the issue. 

lridustri61 U~~is' witness, Alan ~h~lf~nt;' t~6M'i~sti~ 
with DRA's decision to resort 'to the 56Cal ACAP pr6ce~dfng' for th~' 
joint recommendation gas cost input. According to Chalfant,''-!!' 
one/s objective is to determine as accuratelY a's 'pos§ible' Edison's 
gas costs for' a revenue requirEHlierit 'and ieVeriue ali6cation purpose 
in this pi6c~eding, it m~kes' no sensl!'wllatever tc, Use So'cal's gas 
cost' ilsthe "point 'ot r~ferel'ice. Chalfant assert's that apart h~om 
the intrastate 'transp6itationcoropollemt, Edison's 'gas costs 6reil 
fU~cfi6ri 'of{t~ riw~ ~,~ ~i6cur'mdrit policied and he~tno 
relationship to the average gas price paid by SoCal to procure ' 
supplies for its total system supply~ 

Industrial Users poirtt mit that th~ir proffered gas 
cost 6f $3.12 is supported by substantial eviden~e. In summa'ry, 
Industrial'Users' witriess; Chalfant, basically focused 'on'the"iENel 
of spot market gas costs at the California border, aCKnowledged by 
Edison as the hOst important factor affecting Edis6n's gas costs. 
That determination, in turn, required that Chalfant develop~ (1) a 
figure retlecitingthe price of Permian Basin spot gas delivered to 
El Paso 'Natural Gas company's (El Paso) nain iine, and '(2) , a ' tiqur~ 

for the interstate transportation of Edison's gas via the El Paso 
pi~~ll~e fabilities. According to Chalfant, Edisrin'~ acttlal ig91 
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gas,-.£9.~~_~O\l~~ ~~ l.o~er:~ha,,,~hi~ $).d .. ~ t~gu~~. 1?,$q~use Lt.~\~ ~l'.{>~SOi') 
transportation rate could be less. Industrial U~~J;~\l.rge ,: _, t:( ,. ... ,~_ f ;' ,-, 

a~c.o~5H;t:lgly ,tll~tchal fant' ~. recoInlllend~~: 9~s ,~os~ _. b~ ,.adopted for 
purp9~,~~.~~t. th,e narqinal co~t;and corresponding .revenu,e allocat~on.-. 
dete,rroinations. , ' : ',' , l .:!I"; . ',; 

o. Position ,of CMA - - - - , :-, i',lf 

,\ :, ,i CMA al~o _~gre~s with Industrial U~e,~s ~I.l.~ tQ~, other " 
in~~~~ryors.lthat the ,$3 •. 25 gas. ~()st figure ha,s no si9nifJ9~nce :;" i< 
outside _t~e cc;mtext _ ~f the,jo~nt, agreene~t. . ' .... ,'.-: ~"._:;, 

marginal 
\. . - ~ 

Also, CMA agrc7s: -~ith Indu,strial Users th_at lhe, 
energy. cost should be based on, t1':l.e best gas co~t, evidence " 

in the record. CNA agrees wit~ Indus~r~al Users' witnes~ 
Chalfant's testimony that the cost of firm gas supplies to - , 

estimating Edison/s cost of interruptible gas service is 
irrelevant. 

d. Position of esc 
CSC SUbmits that the $3.~5 gas figure ha~ no 

, . 

.- ~ 

SoCal in 
." _. I 

c, 

relevance even within the context of the Joint Recommendation •.•. 
According b;> esc, the Joint Recorunendation, by its terms, does not 
represent any sinqle set of und~rlying .modelin9, assumptions or 
inputs. Further, esc takes no position regarding the ncorrect", gas 
cost to be used in determining marginal energy cost. 

e. position of CLECA 
CLECA agrees with Industrial Usersan~ the other 

int~rv:enors. CLECA is opposed, for purposes of determin~ng the. 
marginal energy cost, to the use of the gas cost figure "implicit"· 
in the joint recoElIlendation or to be adopted in the SoCal ACAP. 
CLECA supports ,the development of a cost of gas figure in this case 
based on record evidence. 

CLECA points out that in their initial testimony, .DRA 
and Edison presented very different natural gas cost estimates. 
ORA supported a $2.84 per MMBtu figure while Edison foresaw 
dramatic increases in gas costs and urged the adoption of a $.3.40 
per MMBtu figure. Industrial Users' witness, Chalfant, presented a 
case for a gas cost figure in between the DRA and Edison estimates 
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at $3.12 pel."'MMBtu,' CLECA' supported\the.~l6wer DRA: fi9 0re'and(!ll!i\"Yf 
utilized it 'in ,development of'CLECA's pr6p6sed:revenue oal1ocation;t 

:,' ',: ,; CLECA argues that· in,the joint!recornInendatioJ\/ tile.: U 

ORA, Edison and the QF representatives' reached an' agreement 'on'-'::-'(I~' 
overall revenue requirel'lent and on the'IERs( to' he-hised for QF 
pricing . purposes. : These p'arties, speoifically did not agree on a 
single gas cost figure' for any purpose." They did agt"ee .thati''.forn r 
QF pricing' purposes, gas transportation c6sts: shoUld' he ~determined:~ 
using'the gas volUmes adopted!in the rnostrecent~SoCal ACAP~':Thusi 
CLECA contends' that while 'the· joint· recommendation provided im. ';',0 ' • 

overall revenue requirement proposal, it failed to' provide any 
guidance on marginal energy costs because· both ORA arid Edison had' 
backed away from their earlier gas cost proposals, ..' . " .-

CLECA argues that th~ comnission should'develop'and~ 
implement- a revenUe allocation based on a marginal unit energy cost 
evidence in this proceeding, AlSo, if the intent of the parties-to 
the jOint recommendation -is that· this determination·' be based upon 
the results of the Socal ACAP proceedirtg,' CLECA vigorously' 
protests. CLECA points out that it is not a party·to that case:and 
should not have to participate there to influence revenUe, '.' 
allocation in this caSe, Further, 'CLECA contends that it has not~ 
been established why a SoCal weiqhted average cost-of gasfiqure 
would be relevant to Edison's cost of gas. Accord.ing to CLECAj';;­
Edison generally buys its gas on the open market)inot from SoCal. 
And CLECA believes that under D.96-09~089Edisonwill be prohibited 
from purchasing Iliore than 65% of its gas tron SoCal. . I 

In SUITfilary, CLECA is troubied by the suggestiot.-that 
revenue all6cationshould be based on a cost of gas figure which 
simply ~falls outn of the joint recommendation~ CLECA points out 
that there is nO evidentiary SUpport· for' this figure. '. No witness 
explained why it is a gOOd estimate of Edison's gas costs for the 
next year. It is simply a m.i.mber, chosen by DRA as -a ':middie· 
ground" for purposes of facilitating agreement on the overall 
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revenue;' requi{,enent" CLECA sUbmits (t.h.at th~Cornnission' i1e~ds ir~' 

firmer. base (for, its adopte,d. "r.avenue allocation." f' According to '\ i: : f ':r 
CLECA,' ~hat soUnd foundation is provided by: the testimony of 
Industrial users'. \litness. Chal. fant, ,,"',.: " .) 

:' ··f ~ j position of CCC'.' I ,: 1:" ". ' '," 

,', ccc agree,s with-Industrial Users.andthe other",',,'·t ':'! 
interv~nors. ccc states that the ,$3. 25 per MMBtugas cost figure' , 
has no sigoificanceoutside the conte.xtof the joint ~gr~e.ment.,·; ,('. 
According. to CCC,,:·it is merely one price f.ro-.n a range of ,price~ ,;: "" 
that, depending on other resourceassumptions/, could have emerged' , 
from ~he post-processing of ORAlS cost .simulation -run,,:, Viewing it,l 
as' more than that -would not only be contrary. to the understanding, 
set for:th in the joint recommendation, but -would attribute a " ':. 
significance'to the number that it does not·merit. 

ccc argues that in D.87~12-066, Edison's general rate 
case deoision, the commission recognized that in sone 
circumstances, the gas price used for. purposes of cost allocation , 
should not mirror the gas price usedin'determining the IER, CCC 
believes that this proceeding presents exactly such 'a case. 
Therefore, CCC urges the conmissionto not Use the gas,price 
underlying the joint recollUilendation and: create a false link between 
the gas:price emerging !romthe'DRA cost simulation computer run 
underlying the joint reconmendation. 

g.l. Posi ticD of Edison . , " 
Edison states that if the joint recommendation is not 

adopted, the Conmission should use Edison's forecast average gas 
cost of" $3.46 per MMBtu and the corresponding revenue increase of 
$494.5 million. Edison believes that its recommendation is 
consistent with the Commission's decision in Edison's last general 
rate case and ECAC proceedings. According to Edison, in those 
cases, the Connission'calculated marginal energy costs and revenue 
allocation using a gas price consistent with the revenue 
requirement. 
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, ::<-'1 [('1)"Edisorl'ar9cies:that"u'sin9-an-aVera9&(-'9~s price for 
revenueallocatiOJ\' that: is< consistent 'witll'-th~ 'ga-s:'priteC'under19in{J 
the revenue requirement helpt.:maintaln' the[rate'-reiationships:'-':"f:, 
adopted in' Edison( S general' Crate 'cil'sa i' Edison' believes' thAt .-lsiich ~ a 
procedure lTdaintains a 'collsfstent C6mmissionmeth6dology'-t6t- ,", i~,! 
calculating ,reVenue -allocation and marginal energy' c6st.§~::;· ; ,-. :';<1 

According to Edison, the $3.12~er'MHBtu ptoposed by 
Industrial users should be rejectedb~Ca\ise· it -is'aJi~:irnpermissibie 
change of i methodolOgY' in an 'ECAO 'pr6ceedillg.'" Edison 'c6ntends ;that' ,­
if Industrial' Users' proposal is accepte'dl' the 'gas 'price fot ';'_ < L 
revenue allocation will be difierentfr6m the' qA§ -price'-us~d\t6 :: i-, 
develop the reVenue reqUiremertt.' - Edison 'submits that -'if <irly-; i" 
consideration is to" be given to Indu'strial Users' pr<>poscH, it-:­

should -wait until Edison's next general rate case when the:' 
methOdology for calculating rnarginalenergy costs can'be 
reevaluated. 

h. position of DRA ,- -', 

DRA 'agrees with Edison's position that 'the same gas 
price be used for developing the tev'enue' requirement' as is used for 
revenue allocation. DRA believes that the argument-of' Irtdust.rial' 
Users should b~ ~eject~d for ~eVeral ~easo~~~ 

- DRA ar9Ues that the Industrial Users' recommendation 
is a change in methodolOgy which shoulci not properly'''occur in- an 
ECAC proceeding. DRA notes that- the Industrial Users' withe~s --, -
conceded that in past ECAC proce~dirtgs the commission has 'used' the 
same gas price for revenue requirement and revenue allocation 
calclilations.Thel.-efore, DRA believes that what Ir'ldustricU Users 
is proposing is a new interpretation of irfuel price." 

FUrther, DRAdisagrees with Industrial USers; 
proposal tO'construe fUel price as the spot gas price that Edison 
can purchase gas at, ins'tead of the price used to develop revenue 
requirement. 
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~ ',) t ,', h,' l\~ ~o, d)AA·, aS$,ert~, sthat ; ~dopt ic;m ,of (IJ\dustr ial Users' 
t:>r.o~S!a1.; ,woul~ ~kew!, th~etfect9,t,;rate~' ,on :difterer'tt, customer,u;I\V:',1 
classe~~; ,<>n ,th~one h~ndl ,reven~e. :requi.rementwhich:has to ,be.i ,.,," t 

~,l~"9c~t~~"aD.On9 all .c\l,stomer grO\lpswoulc\,bel.b~sed.on ~¢ne'9as.·· !l:::':~ 
price, wl~ile,.~~ the Lsame .. time,: the aQ,tual, i,11locationvould: be i based. 
upon marginal,.enet;(;J'Y ~.osts develope.d trom a different·.gas i price ,', i :- ') 

i.. . Discussion: , . ":., \.. ~::: ! i, h)' ! •.•.. '. 

We agree with Edison and DRA ,:that we should continue .1 

to. t:naintain a.consistent; 'IA.~tQod()l.09Y for ,~alcul:.~ting· revenUe .'~<F';·) 
allocation and· .~arg~nal .. el)ergy,. cost~.:· .However~, we cannot' adopt ,the 
Edison/l?RA. rec<?~ended gas co~t .o,f ,$3..25 per .MMBt\l, ~imply because·. f 

it underlies ORA's computer .run . that deVeloped_the IER Of,;9 1 5.31' ,,,',f, 

Btu/kloJh that is the subject of the, joint-. stipulation. ,As testified 
by ORA witness Bill Lee, the $3.25 figure·isnothing more than a,(" 

compromise figure. And, as pointed out by. the intervenors;. prior .. 
to th~ joint recommendation, Edison and DRA were far apart on the 
appropriate <Jas cost. ;:'i i" , ,; !, ,'; . ,! 

On the other hand, Industrial Users' witness Chalfant 
has reconmended a <Jas cost of $3.12 per MMBtu that is supported by., 
SUbstantial evidence. . . . .' ',' 

As the i~tervenors point out, . the. parties ,to. the. 
joint agreement did not stipulate to any gas cost Or resource 
assumptions. Horeover, the $3.12 figut;e may. be ~?ed w!th;other. 
reasonable resource assumptions to develop the s~me IER of 9, 5~1'." 

Btu/kWh that the parties stipulated to in .the. joint agreement. The 
witnes~es for Edison and ORA agreed that other reasonable resource 
ass~mptions would yield approximately the same IER ~sing th~ DRA 
computer run. Therefore, we find that ~se Qf the $3.12 figure is 
not in conflict with th2 premise that ther~ s~ould be consistency 
between the methodology for calculating .revenue allocation and 
marginal cost. Accordingly, we reject the Ed~son/DRA argument that 
the $3.12 figure should not be adopted because it represents a 
change in methodology. 
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ii'~l £ ,; i ')-';h: \ i~ ~O, ~Ulim{\ry,: -"I¢.-.qQnol.\l<;l~ :tb.at. lndUl?trl~l Vsers'( i iJ '( e,? J 

recornm~t:\,~ed.<jas <;Q.st:~s amply .suPPQtted bYcth.e·.~vidence in .. this 1 n: 
pl"()9.eedJn9,' and $3 .• 1~ per JCotBtu,$hould be.,us~d:,for purpose,s,of.n'~i,j:.o 
developing revenue allocation.. : ,",,: . ' .. ', :: r"" : ; "'C{ \:; 

4 •. : ,Basel ine/Nonbasel:ina Dl ffer-entiat ." I: : 
- .!) ,"i ,a. BackgroUild':·,. 

. P:ursuantto S8 987 and 0,,89-09-044, :Edison recoIlUllends 
tha~. ,~q~ .. Co.rnmissio.n ,.reducethe nonbaseline to .bas.eline; rate r<\tio ,;'~ 
by il1c.r~~si.ng,the bas~line rate.on Janu{lry,l, 11991, ·2.5%'~orethan,f 
the .~ver{\ge increase for ,.the Domestio ;ra,te group.:· DRA, proposes i., 
that the basel.ine ·rate be increased 5% mor.e "than ~he· average. ,: ,'. ,': [ 
increase for the Oornest io . group ~ '. TURN prefers Ed,ison' s proposal to 
that of. ORA, . but ,recommends a phase-in of the tier differential '. " 
reduction with the beginning of the summer. . . 

h. Position of Edison [,' 

Edison believes that the rationale for the'DRA's 
proposaJ is based on a.m.isconception about the nature of the 
deadline iOSB 987. Edison contends that SB 987 imposes an 
enti~ely different deadline: 

nBaselir)e ra,tes .may not be increased so as 
to re~ult i~ .s\!bstant.ial elimil!aticm. of any 

. significant differential between baseline ., 
.and nonbaseline.residential rates in less 
than 30 months following the effective date 
of this section. n (SB 987, p. 6.) 

Edt"son arquestna't 'in carrying ,out the 'intent of the 
bill, the comnission desires to pursu,e the rEfaligrim.eht vigorously 
but recognizes that it is Mnot to substantially eliminate any 

si<jnificant differential between baseline andnonbaseline rates for 

at least 30 months."n (D.8B-10-062, pp. 2-3.) Edison contends 
that the commission has established May 1991 as the deadline before 
which it may not make SUbstantial reductions in the tier 

differential. (0.89-09-044, p, 7.) Thereforei Edison sUbmits t~at 
its proposal nakes steady, measured progress toward redUcing the 
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tier differential a'nd! is consistent; with' the"Commission' s deoision 
in Edison's iast tECAC J>·roceeding~'Y:(D. ~6"'Ol-048/ :p.' 84 i) hAnd " :("," ( 
Edisonfs 'proposal tak~s" into' Acc'6unt' tne'~'rate' lrlore'ases exp~rlenced 
by baseline customers in recent years."",;'i" ',' ",,' ", " \',l,,~',i ":~l' 

Edison furth~t!arqUe~( that 'the"seas6nai:phasincj 
suggesteci by TURN is unwarranted. In PG&E's'general "rate case, the 
C6mmission reduced the differential betwe'en ,Tier' 1 'and Tier 2 

rate sf expressed 'in "CEnlts/k,ihl' by', 25% .';; Based ,'on j Edison's "oiigirial~ J 

proposal, (with 'at6tal ,revenue; change 'of $686.:8, milllon)!/theie' £ ,{,,; 

l{ould "61Uy hea2% ,reduction ',in the' 'clmtsikWh 'tier ·'differential •. ;i, 
In absolute terms,' the' maximum possible, increasef6r,baseliiH~: r :,,-: ~ 

customers caUsed by EdiSon's proposal: to 'decrease the,tier ,--
differential is 60 cents per month. 'Edison believes that the ' , 
impact on customers simplY does not justifY a phased implementation 
of Edison's proposed tier differential :reduction. 

c. position of DRA 
DRA' believes that· the additional 5% increase in-the ;:: 

basel ine increase ov'er the DOmestic aVerage' change is warranted in' 
light of the intent of SB 987, as well as, subsequent' c6TIlJ'6ission' ~' 

deoisions emphasizing the need to rapidlY reduce tier 
• • -"., f ., - .: • • - , ~ -' - - -.. -. . 

d1fferentl.als. .oRA contEHlds that the language of, SB 987 clearly 
states that tier closure should be tindertaken as expeditiOUSly as 
possible. 

"In establishing residential rates, the 
commiss ion shiH 1 reduce· h 19h 'nonbase line 
residential rates as rapidly as possible. 
If the conrnission increases baseline rates 
pursuant to section 739, revenues resulting 
from those increases shall be used 
exclu:siveiy to reduce nonbaseline 
residential rates.' '(Emphasis added. 
SB 987, section 4.) 

ORA asserts that it is cognizant of concerns about 
rate shock and the potential impact upon low income ratepayers of 
rapid tier closure. DRA believes that its tier closure proposal is 
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reasoriable,~ and fis . consistent withiSB·987.and prior',c6mmissi6nL; l'. 

decisionS'Ol\'thissubject. ORA'points"out that'the Edison's LIRA": 
proqramexists to address 'thee' needs of those ratepayers for ~'hom '; 
rate closure coincides with qualified finanoial.needl and 
approximately '10\ 6f'Edison's Domestio customers'receive LIRA. 

d. "POsition . of. TURN, '" - ~, 

.: TURN believes that Edison's proposal is the ~aximuin ;',' 
tier differential l:'eduction that should be,appr6ved~ In addition, 
because'of the large 'overall "inorease;'; ,TURN "supports delaying the,'~ 
implementati'on 6fthe tier differential' reduction' until Hay i' i when· , 
the baselirie quantities'are adjusted. 

TURN argues that Edison has'alreadY'made SUbstantial 
progress in reducing its tier differential •. If Edison's tier 
olosure proposal is adopted; its diffeI'entialwill be among the 
lowest of the major utilities. 10 'light of this progress, TURN 
sees no reason to adopt DRA's proposal. 

TuRN 'points out that ORA's tier closure proposal will 
cau'se rate increases of more than 15% for customers who use at or 
below their'baseline ailowance. TURN·considers this increase 
excessive; especially in light of th~ increase that residential 
customers have' ekperienc~d over the"' last few years. 

TURN submits thi'it SB 987 directed the commission to' 
reduce the tier differential in order toavoidihigh winter gas 
bills. SB987 also directed the commission to'avoid excessive rate 
increases and not to substantially eliminate any significant 
differential between the two tiers. According to TURN,DRA's 
proposal simply ignores these legislative directives. 

e. Discussion 
We believe -':hat ORA's proposal is unnecessarily harsh 

on customers with usage at or below baseline quantities. 
Approximately 33% of Edison's domestic customer bills fall into· 
this category. Even with the revised lOwer revenue requirement 
adopted by the commission in this decision, if DRA's proposal is 
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adopted,'ttie increase. to Ithese~customers ,woUld lhe<Hose ~o ~15% .• >;::,~.\{ 
since the, system aVerage increase,(s.6,Si,.ancl the '-inor~ase ,,to the;. 
residential olass .as a whole is 9,3%,. DRA'sproposed increase ,t.o c, ',~ 

customers at. baseline, Usage: is i e~cessiye.' i : .. ~.'.i:::· . ' i r • ,;, i:) .; " 

': DRA 's. argument that 'lQi of Edison '.s c:;ust~mers rec::ei ve 
assistance und.er LIRA is not persuasive., " A. majority, ,of .customers 
with usage at or below baseline ·quantities.are not:.on LIRA. 

,'; On'balal'\ce, we agree with TURN that Edis~m'.s ·:2.~% i -; 

Baseline/~onbaseline .differential proposal is a J!t0r~ a9ceptabl~,.,,, 

al ter'nat~ve, 'and it· is' a. measured 'response to SB9Q7. We <;ld.opted. Cl 
2.5% Baseline/Nonbaseline differenti~l -in' Edison's,·:last ECACrate,' 
change (D.90-01-048~ p. 34) on the'reconunendationof Edison and 
ORA. We see no reason to change this rate of closure. < :: • 

Accordingly,.we will adopt Edison's recommendation. on~this ba~is; 

the increase-to customers at or below baseline quantities will be­
approximately 11.8%. 

.• However, we are not persuaded by TURN's argunent that 
implementation of the tier differential reduction should be delayed 
until May. We believe that the impact caused by Edison's tier 
closure proposal does not justify a phased implementation. It 
should be implemented on January 1, 1991 along with all other rate 
changes. 

5. Revenue Allocation 
Edison, ORA, and intervenors representing CLECA, 

Industrial Users, and CMA recommend that the Commission allocate 
the total combined revenUe requirement at 100% of Equal Percent of 
Marginal Cost (EPMC). TURN recommends a 2% cap above systera 
average percentage change as a limit to the full EPM~ revenue 
allocation. 

Edison, ORA; and the intervenors argue that even on t~e 
basis of the residential increases over system average·percentage. 
change identified by TURN, the burden on Edison's residential. 
customers appears to fall well within the range of tolerable limits 
e$tablished in earlier commission decisions. The intervenors urge 
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accordinglYl .that'·'rURtt's prQPQs~d ·~ap,p-~ _~~jeot_ed!"an~ :tha.t: the.) ""i; 

Commission' s: :lonCJ-st~ndin9 go~l Qt:(~ll' EPMC: on \t.n~. Edlson ~y~tel1l . ': 
by 1990 be effectuated on January 1, 1991. . ~ ,'. ,~,'. ':!,_T', 

~ TURN argues : that Edison and. ·.~he ot,her~ : overlook. the fact 
that- th~ Commission in .Edison's last .general.rate 'Gase Q.eQisiol) . .' '. 1 

st:;ated that:,:.,: . . . 
-The Gonsideration., of : revenUe allocation i.ssues . ; . 
~n, ~,Cf\<;, JlOjfey~.~(.c:io~s n<?t.. an~ }~l}ou~d ,.~<?t . '. 
ulclude ~e11t1gat10n 'of the rnarg1nal cost . '. 
structure.ancl:leve.1s :~9.opted -in, .thi,s .: ... ",' ,. 
prQ~eedi~CJ.n (~.87~12-066, p. 2~4.) . 

. ".' . ." ; . "~ - ... : 

.. .~ . 

According to TURN, the:commissionhas linked ,the . 
achievenent· of a full EPMC revenue allocation and the use of 
nstable narginal costsn. 

"' .. 

As we stated previously, Edison'.s test year 1987 general 
rate case D.87-12-066 was based on the ~omroission's exp~ctation 
that .Edison's next general rate c~se rate design decision would be 
issued in three years. However, Edison's qeneral rate case rate 
design 'decision was Pos.tponed by an additional eighteen months 
(D.89~Q8-036) •. Therefore, TURN's reliance on:0.87-12-066 is no. 
longer appropriate. These changed circumstances now make it 
necessary for the commission to modify that decision. Accordingly, 
TURN's argument is not adopted. 

As set forth in ,the table above (in. the Summary of 
Decision section of this decision), based on updated marginal unit 
customer and demand costs, Industrial Users' gas cost of $3.12 per 
MMBtu, and a full EPMO revenue allocation, the increase to the 
residential class ·is'10.1%. The system average increase is 7.6%. 
Therefore, the increase above system average percentage change to 
the residential class is 2.5%. 

Typically, when the proposed system average percentage 
change is 5% oversystern aver.-:.lge, we haVe employed a 5% cap to 
limit the amount of in~rease to the residential class. However, we 
are not persuaded that the 2.5\ increase above system average in 
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this case' is ;~ispYop6rti6natel~ tburder.-sone' ',t6' 'the l residEHlt1.al( i;'fY.' " 

class' • .,,\, Acc6tidinglY, TUruPs' ie'qUest' for ia ':2% icap"ovek" system"::: i ",', 

average is denied. l ~ , ',:'.'[',; ;:., i-, ;.,; ,: , "": \ "i 

':"";':' ~ As'·'stated. :prevl<:)llslYi'the Commission is'considering 
revenue changes "asso'ciated with other 'applications.; The proposed,' ~ 

revenue increase, for all Edison's proceedings currently before'us,' 
will be all6cated to ;achiev'e full EPMC based rates' ,for all' classes 

~ ... 1 , T -', ' t .', ~ , . . it',' ~ .~ F, • • > ;-

effective on Jal'ltlary,' i~' J991. ' S~ch a reveliueal).ocat,icnf of the 
total January 1, 1991 'ciolnbiriedrev~nue'reqUiren1entat"100% of EPMC 

continues the commissionJ':s pC;licy 'of 'a'chi~Ving '[till EpMc'~ 
(0.87-12-06'6, 'C6nClusi6n, of r..aw 130), 

Details 6f the <fd6pted reVenue all.Ocationare set forth 
in the tables contained in Appendix c. 

a. Request for Finding of:Elig1bility 
" On Oct6ber19, 1990, pursuant to Rule 76.54 of this 

Commission's Rules -of Practice and Proc'edure, ·TURN· filed' a ,request 
for a finding 'of eligibility-for compensation in this proceeding. 
Under the terms of the Rule, such a request must be filed within, 
30 days 'ofth~ first prehearing conference or within 45 days after 
theol6se of the evidentiary record. TURN'S request complies with 
the second option. 

Rule 76.54(a)' (as revised in 0.85-06-126) sets forth 
four requirements that should be addressed in·an eligibility 
filing. Each of theSe eleaents will be discussed below. 

(1) A showing by the customer that 
participation in the hearing or 
proceeding wotild pose a significant 
financial hardship. A summary of the 
finances of the customer shall 
distinguish between giant 'funds committed 
to specific projeots and discretionary 
funds. If the customer has met its 
burden ot'showing- financial hardship in 
the-sa.mecalendar year, as determined by 
theComrnission under Rule 76.05, 76.25, 
or 76.55, the customer shali make 
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.',:f:'.' -,Xtf fJl"·-: o:..:::l 'tl. reference:::t6 that deo~si6n 'by~ number to 
',,': .~.~cir~.'ft~,a~,~,~t.~ t~ifilf~l~ir;~~~~~":i~' ;,1. ~.,;;,:,;'\ --dId t', 

TURN has previously been :found't.ohaVe' net, its burden 
of showing finanoiall fiardshipl> for r calendar- :year 11990 lin. d 

D. 90-09~024,- .dated septemh~r' 12 ,:'1990. ; l ;Therefore the requirement 
of Rule '7,6,.54 (a)' (1.) i has been 'satisfied.' '. '. 

'il.' " ; 
-i'\ __ 0 

';(2);':A statement 'of. issues that the cus'=:omer·;; :1'; 

'.'~ ',' ~,nt;~:nqs to.r,~~,~~ :$.,n .t:11$;hearifl9 .or, , , ; , proceeding'." .. " ,'. ., '''''''' -.- f 

>:;~ ~ r :-"1 , -;i:!: _~ -::~'-- -:.~<.-~ "\ ~~~ _~.,-! \:~.~ <'-, _ 'r'~ ~ .,;, .~':-~~;' ~t ! _ ~ · ... ,1 --_~ ~. -. '-'r:'" '.: . 
'" ':"" ,~~~<;:eTU~ h~d alre~~yco.~p;t~te.d ~~s e~p~cte~ : , . " 

\ ~ ~ .~. ; ~ -' -'- . , - . _. - • -- "". ':. '\ ~ - \ ~~ .. \ ,,- -" - ' .. - '. '.. .. .• ' ~.' ~'. " - ~ . "-" 1. 

pat;ti,cJp,~tion .at the, Jiqe ~t, filed. itsretJU:~st, . the i~sues .. J;~i,~ed . 
..:... '. ~ - - ." -~ -:.. -~, -.: - '. .":.' - - '. ' ~.' ; -. .. , .. - -. , -: - -- :' - , 

by TURN are already matt~r:s,~f r~cord, particularly as set forth in 
the prepa~~d' t~sti~o~y Of TURN/~-witness ~nd in TURN's cross- -

exa.~i,natl~n_-and-b~i~fs.TUIill 'pa~ti~ipated on the issu~~ of 
narginal cost, revenue allocation and the residential tier 
differ,ential •. 

L ~ ~ 

An Esti,mate of .t~e_compensation that "'ill 
be solight. 

, Depending upon.the Commi~sion/s decision, TURN state~ 
that it' may re'quest' approxim~teiy $30~ 000 for it~ work'in this -

case. This estimate of potential compensation is pa~ed~on an 
assu;med 150 hours of attorney,tim~, ata~_.hourlyr:ate of $150, 

expert ~itness expen~esof $5,0~0 and $2,500 for nother reasonable 
costs,n prinarily postage, telecomnunications,,~nd copying 

expens~s. Th~ precise amount of compensation and the 
.' - , 

reason~blenessot the compensation sought will be addressed in 

TURN'~request for compensation filing after the Commission has 
decided this matter. 

(4) A budget for the customer,'s presentation. 

TURN's budget for this case is $30,000, as discussed 
above, in connection with·the estimate of compensation. 
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(,j"':We:coJ)olude:that TURN has~J!let-"allof the requirements 
of Ruie 76.54(a) and thet~t6i-i(§1l8\ildr.;~ t6urldi>~liqible tor 
compensation in 'this' pr6ceeding.~,i '{ {';I~, L .,,'1'f0 ", .~,{ ;,,;": 

b. ,~ ; FUel! InventorY. Uvels' and : carrying; Costs;' 1 ~'. j i ' ,';' ," 't., 

,., '" 'n:';'; ORA contends cin ,its,'opening bri~f'that,sp~(dfid·'.')'(' 
forecasts of fuel carrying costs 'and, the Chevron :,optiQJ\. payments T,' 
should be adopted regardtessof whethertheConuflissi6n adopts the 
joint recommendatib~.: 'Ifd.i~6ni1Ji~a9r~e~~, j;d~~bt. argues that these 

• T. : - '. ~! ,~, .'. t 

expenses are no different from any other expenses that underlie the 
~,- ~ '-.- _-~. -' ~ .::. , - - "_-. '. ~, ~., .. r ,. ," :f, -~ _ i .. ~" : _', .-.. .;. c:: 

joint reC:6:ttUtl~ndtiti6J\,' stich'as "c6al,"' hYdro,' bt'tlUclear generation, 
and"th~te' i~'fi6 reason fofthe "~oirUtit~ai6r\ to [decide :sudl i i~s'J~~i't ,j 
the' }oint 'tec6Dn~t\datio~' is'adbpted~r Edi~oJ ·poiJ\ts· rtot thAt:: ',;, '.:: 
forecasts 'of th~s~' e>!penses ~erte' inditid~d' 11-\ th~ recon\mEmded 
revenue r~quiren€mt in the jOint i::ec6~e~datior\and specific "ahi'~s' 
are not ne2essary to irnplementthe joint'r~co:mJneridati6I'l. 

We agree with Edison that specific forecast inventory' 
levels ~n(f 'caftyirlg' costs should n6t b~,"~¢optetLas this would 
involve some of the resource assumptions not accepted by the 
p~rti~s" to the joint recorur.ertdation." :A<!<:6rdingiy, ORA's request is 
denied: 

c. - 'AER 
The Commission bf I ~90~08~006 suspended' th~ 'AE~ for ' 

ail jurisdictional utili ties' on Awi\1st 8, '1990 "'Iii -th~ Joiiit 
recommendati6n the parties recornnend th~t'ii'the ;c6mmission 
reinstates the AER or a<ioptsa" suc:cess6:t'piocedure, '-100% of 'th~: 
expen~es and 'revenUes subject 'to the AER orsucc~s~or procedure 
should':be ,~ecorded in'the Energy Cost AdjUstment AccoUnt until ECAC 
rates reflecting a new forecast of fuel and purchased power exp~nse 
have beeh made' effective by'the commission in a subs~quent annual 
ECAC filing. 

TURN takes no position onthe'revenuetrequirement· 
increase and IER contained in the joint recommendation. TURN 

strongly objects, however, to paragraph 3 of the exhibit entitled 
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"Raternaking ,Treatme"t 'of, ECP.C ;Expelises.I!", Accordin9 to .TURNrthis,y( 
paragraph'attemptstocprejudge'the. outcome ,of QII 90-08-006 and:any: 
sUcc~ss6r, proc.eeding by, r:ecomnen<iing that ;Edison ',be e,xempt " fronLany 
AER or si.milar -niechan~sm ,the cOnrn\ission· may ad-opt li TURN.: recommends 
that paragraph 3: of th,e -joint recommendation be speoifically,' , r 
rejected. 

:. l i' . par.agraph, 3 of the joint', recommendation states: 
. ~ ,- ,1I3~':, Ratemakinq !I'reatment c,ofiECAC Expenses " 

, :.-l~,ep,,,r.~i~,s:~~)qOItUn~,n.d,,~~·q~6-if·,t:h.e .. ; __ , 
• " i \,;oromis~aon; '1.0' orr' 90~08~O 6,.'" t ' • . 

, " 

reil'l~tates 1 the Annual,,' Energy Rate -(. 
, J','AER~),o.r, adoptf? ,~.~~~ces~qt; ,.,. 
;' 'ptdce'dur'e~; 100%' of 'the e)(perises ;and 

r.eventiessubject to the AER or .. 
suc:c:e~,s~r, proced~r~,9h~ll b~ r~corded 

'in'the Energy cost 'Adjustment Accoun~ 
until ECACrates reflectino.anew . 
forecast of fuel and purchased power 
expense has been nade"effective Dy'the" 
Commission .in"_a . subseqUent-annual ECAC 
.filing."- (Emph~~is added, Exhi,bit 34, 
p. 2.)" . " 

. ... . 

.' Edison argues, that it ~ould be unfair to apply an 

i~c~ntiv~rnec~anism~uc~.as the AER tQ a ~9recas~_ of .ECAC­
includable cqs~saf~er ~uch costs we~edeve~oped inan~icipatjon of 

~ .. ;..' - . - ~ '... . . - . ..... 

the contiJ1ue4.s~sp~nsionof the AER .. Al)d, .according, to Edison, .. it, 
would ~l~ob~unfair't~ apply the AERor any other incentive: 

. • ..' I . _ -

procedure to only part of,the forecast period. 
Edison points out that if an AER (~;Clsed on twelve 

months offore~ast~d data) is piaced into effect part way through 
,.. .' . 

the forecast period, th~ Company will n9t have a reasonable 
opportunity to recover its fuel and purcl)ased power costs nor wiil 

- . ", . . ~ . . 

the r~tepayer paY,rates which represent ,a reasonable forecast of 
-' - - " : - .:. .: ..' .. 

fuel and purc~~sed power costs expected tO,be incurred during the 
period which.the A~R is in ,effect. _ 

We agree that reinstatement of the AER or a successor 
" . ~ . - -

mechanism could result in tine-rel~ted Imbalanc~s of expenses. and 
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revenues;'if ~the reinstaternentwere 'TIlade':pare.way.:through ~a :forecast 
periOd,' . H6wever;, any transition procedure.s to' alleviate ,th'o.se PI;'li' ~ 

imbalances properly; be16rigs I in 1,90..,;08-'-006;1 not, thisproceeding.··-,;j··· 
IJ'l:order to;'res'erve .the issue for '1.90-08-006,', we' will adopt TURN's 
recornmendati6}\ 'to reje'ct·. the' terros' of paragraph 3, of the ~joint' ,'~ 

recommendation. ' .. ,,' '; 
, . ,'.'" TURN .'raises a valid point . regarding ; possible future 

petitions formodification'of.this·de6ision' based on claimed 
changes in underrYi'n~ !a~i.;4~pi'f6rysj:? ::th~ :~'~irlt"~9'reel1lent. We 
specifically decline to accept; the methodoloqyior assumptions 
underlying the parti~§' '~f;'trrn:atei '~6f: Ediiort~s "r~venue requirement 

-, • - •• --' - - "0 -

or the IER. Therefore, we will not entertain any petitions for 
rnodification6f'gas cost or any ftern.und~rlying·the joint 
recommendation adopted·in·this proceeding. 

. ... - _. ,". ~ . '.. . 
d.St~eetL1ght1ng 

CAL/SLA supports a,revenue allocation based on full 
EPMC. ~Since;reveriue'alloc~tion:ill'this decis{6~,is based on full 
EPMC, the street light customer group receives a '3.6% reduction in 
reveritie~ ~scornparedto ~ ~ystemincrease of 7.6%. This means that 
the street· fight 9:roUP'WO~lci receive an ii.2%·reduction rei~tive t~ 
thei:~y~t~iuihdrease. '<In'pa~t 'pr6ceeciings the 'C6rtunission nasat 
times' 'pla~~d floors biithe reducti6n to aily 'C:ustcrcrlei qt'oup in 
revenue aiiocation.· Given the ~ize 6f'th~ r~dudtion to street' 
lighting customers if' luii EPMC: is adopted here, ia'· floor shoUld be . 
considered. Ho~ever, the 'street lighting tjr6tip'i~ Only about 1% of 
Edi~on/s rev~nue requirement~ Thus, plAcing a f160r on the st¥~et 
light group woulci provide little added reVenUe reductions to otheti 
groups. This, cOllpled with the Co:rru!iissioi,; s dC$ire to move to a " 
full 'EP}16 aiibcation Iilakes'the adoption 'of a floor on the revenue 
allocat.ion·for'street light cust6ni.~is unJ\ec~ssary here. 

CAL/SLA also recOImnends' that an' "unbundied approach: to 
rate design should be'efuployedin order to inform street light 
customers of the separate charqes for energy, customer access, 
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faotl.~ti_e~:,Jtlah.ltenance,. aJ\d2rentallf and, thatfltenergYi deli'and}' and 
c:;u,s,tQlD..er .. ~h~rq~s sl)ould be, based ~()t:e: marginal- 'costs- and, theiEPMo,)';n 
reVenue all.()c~tiQn,¥;j This're.cOllli!iendation\~ill not:be considered h ,1!. 

here since it clearly involves the litigation of rate· design issues 
which. j.s tnappropr~at~· for this' ECAC, proceeding and: is more, 
appropr~~.tely .considered in a ~ general rate case.: ~ 1 .-} .~: .' t r~! ~.-~ .,~.~. 

Comments on Proposed" Deoision ; , . . , .' , ' · - .. 

. PUrsuant ,to PU Code {§ '311 and the CommissiQn's. Rules Of;"­

Prac~.ice,and;procedurei the "Proposed De()ision,was published on 
November 16, 1990. Comments were timely' filed by CSC;- ORA; ,:' ., 

Industrial_U~ers, . and TURN.' Reply comments were 'timely. tiled by 

I,: 
i! 

C~CA, CSC,: and Edison, 

After considering the,conun.ents, we affirm the proposed' 
oeqision. Nonsubstantive corrections were made and:clarificati6n' 
provided where.necessary. 
Findings of· Fact . 

1. On June 1, 1990, Edison filed this application in which 
it requ~?,ted a revenue increase .of $47~ million on an annual basis 
for service rendered on' and after January 1, 1991. 

2. While hearings were in progress and based on a perceiVed 
interest among certain parties in reaching a compromise rega'iding; 
the revenue increase and an appropriate IER, ORA made a'comproinise 
proposal, which resulted in a joint recommendation Which was -' 
executed on September 18, 1990. 

3. The nJoint Recommendation of Southern California Edison 
Company, Division of Ratepayer Advocates, California cogeneration 
Counoil, and Cogenerators of Southern California", recommend an 
ECAC (Energy Cost Adjustment Billing Factor (ECABF» revenue 
increase of $287.5 million. 

4. ,The testimony of the parties supports a range of forecast 
revenue requirements and IERs. 

5. The jointly recommended IER of 9,531 Btu/kWh also falls 
within the range of positions advocated in this proceeding. 

6, The parties' support of the joint recommendation is based 
upon the Commission's adoption of its terms and conditions. 
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i ;If'. ~h\iThe t;~quested,reVeJiue increaselis based, uport r the c j6irit'-:::--.: 
recollUI\endation: and refleots t changes' to, the' EtA-BF ,1. ERABF ['and' HAA'BF i' 
and: LIS :.which are not 'disputed ,by' the' partie's' t6 ·the :joint:, "~;,1-''.' H 

recommendation,',c' , ,t), ;;',' " , ',' " . "'.~:} 

8. : ,In addition, t6 the revenue' inorease requested, in this' , f ii' 
ECAC application, the cotnbinedJanuary 1,',1991 reveinle 'cha'nges" \: '~:~ 
associated with other pending applicatioris:need:to bedonsidered:i~ 
this proceeding for reVenue allocation and ratedesiqn purposes. 

,9. ; . TheCoEmission suspended the AER for' all' jUiisdictional'-'l" 
utilitie~ on August 8j '1990., ' 

10 •. The. partiesreconunend th.at,if theCoJiuilissi6n;'~~in" ",~, ,':,' 
011 90-08-006, reinstates the AER or adopts a successor piocedu'ie~',' 
loot of the expenses and revenues subject to the AER or successor 
prQCed.ure should be recorded' in the Energy cost Adjustment Accc\irtt .i 

until ECAC rates reflecting a new forecast of fuel and purchased' ,.; 
power expense have been made effective by the cOFl..mission in a . j' ;; <; 

subsequent annual ECAC filing. 
If. The rate design 'adopted in this deciSion, inclUding 

design of the customer, demand I and energy charges, should 'be' in . 
accordance with the CEPe rate design methodology adopted in 
Edison's 'last general rate case for ECAC proceedings . 

. 12. Edison proposes to begin to phase 'out rate limiters by 
increasing the average and on-peak rate limiters effectiVe 
January 1, 1991. 

13. ORA concurs with Edison's methodologY for 'increasing the 
rate limiters. 

14. ORA proposed a minimum bill charge of 8.5 cents per day 
for the Low-Incone Domestic rate. 

15. Edison does not oppose ORA's proposal that the ninimum 
bill charge on Rate Schedule No. D-Ll (Domestic LeW Income) be 
reduced from 10 cents to 8.5 cents per day. 

16. To inplement ORA's proposal, Edison requests that the 
Commission include an ordering'paragraph in this decision with the 
following language to be SUbstituted where appropriate in the 
tariff: 
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, t: I,! - /1! ."--., .... 1,'" 

: ; -' "I • I ~ 

Miniinuin Charge,'",; ,j;:q'll! ilr'.~: ,"'I.i", ,"\j':"i ",:~ .\< 
-,"The Base' Rate'{Energy .. charge ~shall; be' subject ·t6 - i.>, 

a daily Minimum Charge of $0.085 per single-:- -, i . .-
family accollUtlodation. In deternining when'toe .. ,. 

. Base Rate Minimum' Charge is applicable', i the! ' 
number of kilowatthours usec;l. is,l1l~lt,ipli~d, by . 
85 percent of an Amltial1zed Base 'RatEf'of;'-. ~.n" 

,. ,- . 
~;" ~ '{} \ ... ~') 

,1 -: 

11. To estab~~s~ ~hetotal en~r9¥ rates, by. ~f~e~o~~~se;p~ri?? 
and season,. in: accordance ,with t:he C~PC procedure adopt~d for. 

,. ~", I .( . - - , '" • _ . _ '. . .' . . .• ,l, 

Edison, Edison proposes to set ~h,~ o,~f-:-peak ~ner;gy\ char9~s and '.' 
.. '. . -" -; .' ,~. - -, ..:. _, i . '. " >. _ ' 

second-blocK energy charges at,S cer~s per k~lowatth,?ur (e~<,:~ucling . . . . -. .. '-",. -. . 

the :~w.lncorne: Rat.e Assistance .Surcparge and the ~blic, util~ties 
conunission Rei~ursement Fee) with the on- and pid:-peak energy 
rates set to collect the remaining revenue requirement (after the 
customer and demand charges have been set) and to reflect the 
marginal energy cost ratios adopted in this proceeding. 

18 •. This proposal is unopposed and consistent with Edison's 
last general rate case and last two annual ECAC proceedings. 

19. Edison, DRA, esc, and CCC agreed in the joint 
recommendation (Exhibit 34) that for the deternination of QF 

payments, particularlythrougl:t avoided cost postings, Edison shall 
determine gas transportation costs using the gas volume adopted by 
the Conmission in the.most recent SoCal Annual cost Allocation 
proceeding' (ACAP) beginning ...... ith A. 90-03-018. 

20. The parties to Exhibit 34 recommend that the Commission 
adopt the principle that Edison's QF payments be determined using 
the gas transportation costs based on the gas volumes adopted by 
the Commission in the SOCal ACAP decision in effect on the first 
day.of,each QF payment period. 

21. The joint recommend~tion (Exhibit 34) sets forth the 
annual average avoided cost IER of 9,531 Btu/kWh and the time­
differentiated avoided cost IERs as follo~s: 

Sumner 
Winter 

Peak Mid Off Super Off-Peak 

13,514 
N/A 

8,402 
10,586 
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22. No party, other than the parties:tosthe jointt:1 
recommendation,;,proposed; an IER and n<?: party objeoted to i this 
recommendation.' ;', ;', . ' '.':.' ,::': ~ '\'! j-:" ,~ . 

. " :l } ~: _~ .. ~ , ;. ~ . ; ~ _ . = ~ : ; .. _: ',; _, f i "' _ : .... . ,~, "r 
23. Both·Edisonand' QRA recommended that',the .col1U!lission adopt 

an ERI of ().6'if6r~~h~·'F6rec~s~ peri6$i~ ~;1 ••.• ~:" .1 ."~ 
.. .. • ~ . " .', - • . . .' . ! ' 

24. GRA/IEP recommended that the commission adopt an ERI of 
1.'6 'arid 'that'a'fi6or 'vaiueof 0'.4 be' 6stablished~""'" , ., 

25.'· Bas~·t\· on"theresouice 'assdmptlons ad~pted" i"t this'" 
decis16h,' E(nS~'rl"s' re!3erVes ;are'm6~~ than' 5% ab6've! target~' ~ ,':' ~ i:< 
Th~t~'fbr~'~: aNERIo'i zet-o is reasonable.': !',' ;':.' . 

': 26~: ~~trlc~PG&E is: more "hydic:(sensitlve' than'Ediso'il;:'GRAjiEPi~ 
recorotnendi\tion 6f an ERI floor vai\.\e of '0 .. 4 based' 611' p(}'E'd~ci~ioh 
D.'~~o6~6~8;i~ rtot pa~dua~iv~. 

27 •. Upon the motion by CLECA to Updat~ marginal unit customer 
and demand co'sts, the AlJ, On August 7, 1990,' ordareci Edison to 
update'its ma~ginai unit cust6rnar and demand costs ~sing the DRI 

forecast of'the GNP implicit,price D~tlator. 
28. TURN filed a motion for reconsiderat16n of the ALJ/s 

ruling o'n Aug'ust 10, 1990. 
29~ . TuRNls notion for recons'ideration was denied on . 

s~ptember' 6, '1990. 
30~ TUrul argues that it was denied proced~rai'd~e process to 

the extent that it was deprived of notice aiui' the opportunitY. to 
present testinony. 

31. The record in this proceeding shows that TUl'~W was' 
proVid'ed ample notice and the opportunity t6 present expert 
witn~ss testiBony that there was no ne~d for customer marginai 
demand costs to be updated to compensate for inflation. . TURN chose 
not toavciii itself of the opportunity. 

32. There is Afuple expert witness testim6ny in t'his 
proceeding to support the need for updating 1988marqinal costs: to 
offset the effects of inflation. 
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3~ ~,' ,. ~.(U~On;}\T)~ (.D~. ·X~C.Ol1UI\~n.I~'\ t~~~, lt~~, i~~JN91SS:~~Jl. ;~~opt; ~~r­
~ver:-a<Jel.9a~ priG~ cot. ~l. 25/~Bt\l, ... fo.~,,~h .. P\l.rP()~~ pf~ete~~.--in~ ;th~ 
marginal energy costs ~n~.,r.ev.~nu.~:.~.l~,c?c~~,lon .• ,: 'i3.'~_'~ .'; ... ". \ ;'" :.i ,,~, 

:"~'I :~~. , :l;n~':l~~r~al use_~.s,.~. ~!CC, qU;~A( .~nd _~~~ <?Q~~,en~ :.t:hat 
the average g~!! -<tost, for p~rpC?se,s· o,freve))ue_. al~~ca~iol1 sh<?~ld)?~" i 
$3.12/MMBt;u. 1--; ~' [ ~ i,' -: :- ; , ., ' • 

:)~L":Industrialtls~rs'ga,s~price of ,$3.1~ ,HMB.t:u i~ s~pp.ort,ed.; 
• • - ~ - - '. • L , •• ' .... 

by the t~~tinony_~in, ~h~ Z:~9,or~ _ and ,~~ould b_¢, u~ed ~Q,r, ~tp:I:lo.~,es~f, ,; 
the marg~nai en~r9Y c()stc~lcul~t~9l'\, and :r:eveO-"l:~ _al~ocat,i;on ,if} this 
proceeding. ~ ,; ",,' , . ,_, - , ,- - ", 

36., ; Use of: a gas cost fiqure of $3.12/MMBt,U for purposes of 
,. • , .,..' • 'i. '" • _ _: ~ • • _ , 

the marginal energy cost calqulatioll and revenue allocatiol1 ,i,n this 
, - '. . - ' ~ - - ' 

prQceed~ng does not conflict with the premise that there should be 
consis~en~y between the methodoloqy for calculating revenue, 
requirernentand marginal cost for revenue allocation. 

37. Pursuant to Senate Bill 987.and Q. 89-:09-044, Edison 
recommen9s that the commission reduce the nonbaseline to bas~line 
rate ratio by, increasing the baseline rate on Jan~ary 1, 1991, ~2. 5% 
more than the average increase for the Domestic rate group. 

38. D~ proposes that the base~ine rate be increased ~% more 
than the~verage increase for the Domestic group. 

39.- TURN prefers Edis~n's p~oposalto that of ORA, but, 
recommends a phase-in of the tier differential reduction with the 
beginning of the swmner. 

40. Edison's tier closure recornnendation continues use of the 
2.5% rate over system average increase adopted in Edison's last 
ECAC proceeding, and it is a measured response to SB 987. 
continuation of,this closure rate is a more acceptable alternative, 
to DRA's 5% recoDLendation. 

41. " with Edison's 2.5% closure recommendation, the resulting 
, , 

increase to custor-ers u,sing baseline quantities is, not SUfficient 
to delay implementation of the recommendation to May 1991. 
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'42 .Jq:i(H~()1i t: i::h~.A:,'Y~ndt ~in'te)!v6W6k's(reYires'entfn9i'cUCA and f 
tJ'ldustVia'l;ijste~s "recomn'ended !that "th'eitcoIrtm:fssforl l 'al166ate' the~ total 
conbined revenue requir~m'Jnt'at ffoot"of EPMcf ,; L,:>; \",' i",i.' [ ;;1' Vi, 

;,' '4-) .("! Tuiuf r~cori\ilend~<a' :2', cali aboVe syst~ln 'avetage".sercentage 
chal1~J,[ci~" ~~ 11~i't td 'the':'{uiY' EPMc<'r~v~n\le' allodatioiH<'~V;" ',,',,:, ,; 'J 

44. with a full EPMC revenue allocation, the proposed"", \.;; f - t' ., 

in6'r~tast~{ 1::6 the ''i~id.d~rittii'l '61<lss' 1's' n6t 'suffrcieftt~ to:~justify 
impl'enl~ritatio'n 'bi A"it atiov~! sy'stem~avera'ge percet-tagecap';'; "':~',' \i 

,; , 4'5. !: 'For "th~-Foreca"st p(iriod.j-'Edison --projects 'its 1~9i\' ~,' ',';' , 
available firm generating capacity to be 20,462 M\-l. ,1 :" " 

',; .'6~ , 'GAA'jiEP red6nne;t\ds'')tllat''Edis6n's'geri6rating capacity 
avilil~ble; lor i991 shoui'<i b~' '19 ,:340 ,'trw.' '" -- .'! , ' :. ~, 

:47.' Because ORA/lEI> beii~"es!thatth~'Castaio capacity' is 1'l6t 
a firm resource a"ai.l<ibi~ to Edison' durirlg the 'summer' per-i6d; ," i '. 

GRA/IEP believes that Edison's 1991 forecast of generating'cap~city 
of 20,462 ~tW should be~reducedbY 266 MW.' 

48.; on'octbbei 18, '1988, the' BorihevillePower Administration'­
and Edison executed it 20 year sale~r and Exchange Contract 
(ncontract~f.' " 

49. starting :from'Jul~t i,: 1989, the Contract authorizes 
Edison to purchase'250Mw'6t capcicity and about l'.2"billion' .. 
kilowatt'"'-hours 'of energy' annually. i Edison' inay also' purchase' 250 MW 
of 'spot capac! ty. 

50. GRA/IEP believes that since the purchase of this'capaoity 
is discretionttry, the 1991 forecast of' generating· capadity of, 
20,462MW shouid be reduced by 250 MW. 

51. GRA/IEP recommends that Edison's 1991 available firm 
g~'herating capacity of 20,462 HW be reduced' by 672 M'l'l for 
Palo Verde unit 3 and Alamitos 5 scheduled maintenance. 

5'2. oRA. re-\fised ! ts forecast start date' of 'the scheduled 
outage for Paio Verde Unit 3fr'om August 2'4/ 1991 to 
March 16, 1991. 
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t \'.1 ,:, 5.3 .• , ~di~onJQrecast~ .tpat -:its -19,91, ~)(peQted ,ma,naged {lnd. pea,lc., 

demand load will be 16,160 MW. . .' '.1 ~--: ",'" i>:- . ! ',;'1 :');:;"') U:.-, '·'.i t) i CI.."IJ!": 

.. : ·5~ 0' GRA/IEP foreca..st~. EdJs~n' s peale ~em~nd to be:).8, 2 2~ MW. 
c' 55,~, 1 In forecast.ing its 19~~, pea).; de,n~nd lQf .18i 229.;MWf; .GM/IEP. 

esc.a,l~t~.d ~he .;June 27 f' 1~90, re<;:~rded pe~k dera,and of 11 ,64:7. by,~!lt'ft. 
3.3% based on :~he peak denand growth esti~ate4i by t~e, ,CEO for, ,the if i 
period 1987-1984. This estilnate was not adopted by the eEC, ,it- ;i,s .,. 
based on data . that, is not ~temperatureadjusted/: aI\q, it ,is not 
specific to the 1991 forecast periQd. ,',,' i;" .; [,;.0, ,':',L"r ... :.)! 

,56,,' . Edison believes that a: 2% : rather than ~,3 .3% gr:owth rate 
should be used to ,calculate ,the 1991; forecast peak demal)d •. : 
However, Edison ,did not provide support for its estimate. 

57,. Based on the CEC forecast Exhibit 25, for purposes of 
calculating the ERI, a peak deman~ growth rate of2.7~ is more 
appropriate for the 1991 forecast period, 

58. For purposes of calculating the ERI, it is reasonable to 
assume, that 50% of Edison's new' 'cons~rva'tion programs may not yield 

results during the 1991 forecast period. 
59. Ev'en with the use of a 2,7% peak demand growth rate and a 

50% reductio,n, in Edison's estimate of ne~ consetvation pJ:.ogram 
, , 

results, Edison's estimated ERI of zero for the 1991 forecast 

period is reasonable. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. The joint recommendation of Edison, ORA, esc, and CCC is . " . 
reasonable and should be adopted, except for paragraph ,3 which is. 

\ . ' .. 
rejected. ,. ' , 

2. The adoption of the joint recomnendatl.on . is ~:ot an 

adoption of the underlying assumptions that wen~ included in DRA's 
computer run that develope~ ,the revenue requirement .and the'IER 

agreed to by the p~rties to the joint recommendation. 
3. paragraph 3 of the joint recommendation should not be 

adopted by the Commission because transition procedures to 
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alleviat'e thtiEf~l:"elated 'itnbafa)fces' bf'exp'ett'ses :-and'''"reVeh'Ues, ·rf~ any, 
should be addressed in 1.90-08-006. . ;::! 00 f \ .)l:d f.u ',,' ilC','I f hH -:-.';' 

... :1 4".'::': Since! TURN ·has iha'd' the' '6pport'unfty :to'lb'e 'hEhitd'befoie the 
COMfs'sion':aotea:in °thispr6ce'e'ding ;" ',the'te is' ~lf6' :iilerlt to TUruP s 

ar9\imeJ\t~ tnat \it was denied"procedural- du~'proc€ss'4W:Acco'rdihglYi):>' 
the ;Al.J4:s rUling's 6n' the' updating 6f -lIlarginal.c'6sts fsh6Uldbe'"i ",.' 
afiLraed,:,',' "., " -','" ",;~' ,~\,3:c\"--,';·'·; \"::';','; 

5 .~;l The Jointly irec6mmended IER6f ,'9,531: 8ttf/kWh :is;~ .W r',; :,j 

reasonable and should be adopted .',; ','; {' ,( "", f" t ~ ~.(' [:C.:: '.'" ',i t i:' ,""j': 

'" 6 ~"i The ,:tevenue' 'change's" authori z'edil'",this': proceeding "as set 
forth below" are r'easonable and 'sl1oUld' bea<l6pted. (.) i"'':J ; ;'f:. },:: 

Energy cost Adjustment Bllii"ng;-
Factor (EeABF) , 

Eiectric Revenue Adjustm~rit 
",'Billing Fact6i '(ERABP)" "" 

Palo Verde 2 

}1~jor Additions Adjustnent 
Biiling Factor (~AABF) 

Low Income Surcharge (LIS) 

Ii ~.:;'~ :;~':j '~I"'_'. i',:.~ L·<·~I.~ 
M11110ns 

,: of : DOllars 

$288.8 

. : ~ , 182.0 
~ i' .- •• ~ ; ;. '.' ;. i ~-. 

'(2.5) 
~ .. 

: , : ~ ' .. : 

f : . 

" r (Hi.' i') . 
: .:; ~, . : !: 

.' ~ . 

Total ',,; . ~ 459, 4 ' . ( . j •• ' 

. .~;: 
,','j; 

. : 

- ," \ 

" , ':, " , "','~' ,',', ': " 

7. The total' January 1, i991 cornhir'ied "rev~n'ue' 'change 'should 
be based on the commission's decision if)' 'thid ~t&8~e'dliI;g' ~nd; 't.he ' 
decision in other proceedings which authorize such revenue ' 
requirement ~harige~. 

'8:' The ;'i~te design procedures foilowed'by' EdisOn in this 
\ ~ ,-. 1 • • ":-'! ..",. " . " . ' : T'· .' -. I < " , ~ • ,-.,.: • • ..:.. 1 ..' • .., • .." 

proce'edirig are' in 'accordance with CEPe previ6t?-sly adOpted for 
Edison by the Cor.ll!lissionand' shouid be ;ad6pt~d.f! ' , ' : 

9 .Edisori~s 'proposal to begin 'to ptia~~-out' ;r~t~ "liimib~rs by 
increasing the average and on-pe~k rate iifuit~r~ ~bov~' ~hat' th'e'y ; 

- 58 ... 



A.90-06-001 ALJ/BDP/dk 

oth'en.-ise,woUld h'aVe'heen tis' c6'rlsitt~nt'\Hth'~pi'lo~ rC6mmi'i;'sion i 

decisions and should be'cAdoptedl';;!' ;.1.', .) Cd~lliY'F,::;', .-, ';' '.:;) ~:d dhCtl 

1'0. "Ii tIlini'rium bill 'char<je 61:'8.5 cerits':'per day for the LOw 

Incone DolD.e,~~ic rate whi~h \9ive~\ ~~ch custQ~~r~ a ~5% t;l~scount 
compared t6 "what these cust6'mers: '\liouid otheHHse pa9 'th~der the 

domestic rate, ·is .rea~on8:bl~ ~nd shou1:d.beqd9Pt:ed. ;-, . < 1:':: , ",: 
11. To impleme;nt ,the minimum: bill :charqe .<?f:~.~,((EP')~S.P~J;·,q~y 

for ·the LoW Incolile Domestio;ratef Edison!s tariff schedule D~LI 
•• ~ - ~ ~".': ••• ' ~'." • '. .' ~ , • - < ."". ~ .~ • .'..1' ~_. '. .. • • t ... 

should be. r~visedto include the follow.h~9l~nguage~ \fner~ 'i:, : ·f-l',-'.') 

appropriate in the tarifft _.! <'j, ill ;; ""': :,.!,', .' :ii::-: ,:.'~ 
.'~ " .-. , nT~e .~as~,~~te ·~,ne~9Y,,<:hat:'9~ >~h~~l;.~~ ,~u~j~9t,:t<? 

a da1.1y .Mlnl.mUl!l cha,rge of $0.085 per .single­
fanilyaccornm6dation,' ~In 'determining when··:the·,' -If 

Base Rat.~ .~!~iT9':1m CQarge i~ _ aJ?pi~cable, :the '" 
nUJnber of K11c;>watt.hours used 1.S roul t1pll.ed by 
8Stof an Annualized Base Rate 6f~ •• ~ n " 

. I: ; • ... '. "',' ~~ J • ~ - ~ > _ • 

" 

12. Ed1so~'s proposed off-peak energy ch~rge of 5 cents p~~ 
kilo ..... ~tt)i~ur,.(ex<::~udi.ng; the ;~~ inco~e' R~tei!~~istanc~ sui-charge" ' 
: _ : _ ['.'.,;.. -. ';',.tJ . ' .. ~.: : ... ~ -I. ," .-', ~ '& ; :. \,~~-,_ '_~-:".' l.·~:; :.--~ -~.'~;'" }(-. C,I 

and the Public Ut111tl.eS Commiss1on Rel.mbursement Fee) with the on~ . ~ '-" ;' .. ~,- ~ 

and mid-peak energy rates set to collect the remaIning revenue 
requirement and reflect narginal en~r9ycost ratios is reasonable 

• ".' • l' +, i 

and should be adopted. 

13. The methodology jointly recommended.by Edison,oRA, ccc, 
. -' : • - I ~ - ~ .. : . :.. ~: ,~_ i { ~! ~ ~ } .i # _ . 

and esc for deterrn1ning QF payments, particularly through avoided 
cost postings, by usi~g'the gasv()iu.me adop~~d;))y.th~:c9mmis~ion, 

," -, .. - ", ; :.,: .~ )~~~ " .. ':-:;,'_\.~- . ., -

in the most recent SoCal ACAP beginning w1th A.90-03-018 1S 
.... ; ,'. 

reasonable'and should be adopted. 
, ~' - i . ... .:. "1"' '" 

14. The pr1nciple that Ed1.son's QF payments,be determl.ned 
using gas transportation costs based on the gas volum~s ciciopt~dby 
the Commission in th~ "socal ACAP decision in' effect on the' jir~t 
day of each QF payment period is adopted. 
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1~~ [ The, j9ir)~lY(ir~g9lDJU~nd.~~ It.~~~-Q.!ffe.~~,n~~~\:,e~ :H~~s '.\\~ , .. s.~t}o 
forth below are reasonable and shoul,~ ~~~Q,opt.e~~ lit)/!? 1:,:11:> <:,onou:i ~>.:d) 

';.: ': '" ,peat <) ,l. Mid", ,'\ ,Off f.f cd Super ,Off-Peak 

d, 'sunufuh- :c, 13 ~ 574 ;.0:'," I '8 ~'40~ ,,'.. ~8', 6'~6Ii': ')t:d :::NI1\:,"1 ,';'.-:ill 

w~nt~~; ,:N/A,L;'" ,10,586i,'9,~~2 ~·:)dJ j;~,.'l~8 ;:''''1":,;", 

16. Edison' ~ "arid:" ORA's :reco'riun~nded ~ERI"'6f "0. (trfor'the ~') r :i'" ~'d' 

F6iecastPe~iod' is :)!eas6nilbl~ -<ina' sn6uid ))e::'ad6pted~' • (),' [ .. 
17.' An; aVera9~;9a~ price;6f $ji12/KMBtu"tor"tlie"purpdse,lof '!":; 

deterrninin(~FJ1Ittr<JinAl!' eri~r9Y f co~fs \~lrid':re"e'tiue' 'all'o6ation'li§c1 h((:')l::,: 

reasonable and should. be adopted. : C : ;'i;,J"t~ :,' '''.' ,', ~l<\', ~':f1~> 

18. Edison t ~"propo~~q '~re4uction '6f~the 'J16i)baseliri€ :'fo 
• ~'-' ' '. -~ :.~ _ :.-', :-~ ~:-!'J ;:.E -.~;" ~< .. !.) .-~:,~!'~f~: yi .~:':;> ;'~. 

basel1ne rate ratio by ,1J:\creas1ng the base1.1ne.,~~te,;oJ):--: 
JanuarY'lf 1991·,' 2,5% 'moi~ :than;the'ave,rage ~h\qr~ase f:6r'~the 

.' ... ' :-, . - - ~ ""'.".: .. ~:::': _ .... } ~_ ~ ..... i(') _ .1'.-- +~ .-ii:~ 

Domestl.c rate group ~~~, J;easonal:?le and sl1o~ld ll~ ~90pted. 
19. The recommended revenue allocation of the total 

Ji,,~uary 1, '199f, C6mbi~e~:'r~ven~~':re~irement~'~~ i~oot'of":E~MC' _, 

cont:i~u~ s \~e' c~~i~sion j s pollcy 'of achie~ i~g fti{tr:E~M6 :;~~d's'h,6\l i~' 
be adopteci ~ ! ., . 

Ii"IS' 6RD~6 'that:' 
......... . 

. ! 1 -_. ," • - - .", '-"""'1 .. -."-•• ~: .-~ c, _.-~~ r.,: 
1. S6uthern ca~ifornia 'Edisonconip~ny"'b~:dtson)'is J ~'utliorized 

, . " "" -.. ; . ! . ' ... / ~ ~ )' _~.' . r.'''.. '. !:: _. o· .-: -' _ '... ~ ~. ! _ . i r :' ~ ; .....' "\. -: ~_'. ~ .. r ~_ ~. " 
and dl.rected to fl.le w1th th1s Comnission, on or after the 

" .' , .'. a ;,,-: - .. :. ," - : -. ".: .; < ~'~:)~-~ ;;>:'jl -'~ ~~ .,.~::,.-'- ~ -',{ ~ .~ 
effective date of th1s order; and at least 3 days pr19r to.~hel.r 

. • • . •. ~ _.: .... ~ ~ ~:_ir: ~'>:. :.~i _~, '.! _l.1i,i~ .. ·_;'.~~~.5~->·! 
effective date, rev1sed tarl.ff schedules for electrl.c rates based 

i . :. t '-'. . - • < ~"..;'..'-. t '" ' '-; 4 - • ~ : • " -: l ~ ~ ; ~.:. ~ ~ .' ~~ ~~~ . _ ~, J . 
on the,ad?pted ~evenue, requl.rement" reflected 1Ii Apl?en~l.xc to this 

.' .. - 'i ", '. -'. - .' , I' . ,- • I I • ::-:: l . ~ .. -,' ; _ ~ .... ; I ~". ~! ._ .: _ • _ ,_ _ _ ~ 

dec1sl.on. Such rate,schedules shall reflect any changes made by 
thecommi~~lon' in' the' reveri~e re~p.Iiieinent adbpt~d in ~~~:'othe~':, ' : 

proceedings that are consid~red herein for'te~~riuealiC;c~ti~n '~mf 
rate design purposes. 

2. The revised tariff schedules shall becone effective on or 
after January 1, 1991. and shall comply with General Order 96-A. 

The revised tariffs shall apply to service rendered on or after 
their effective date. 
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- . '·:3 .~--, alveir th~'\postp6n~ment of 1 Edlson's\test:-;yettr '1991·<jeneral 
rate 'case,. the' update of: EdisOn'!; : marg iru;'\ 1 ut\lt'·c\lstoroe~.·and,rd6J8and 
costs'using:the Data ReSOUrces, lric. 1fot'ecast .... of th6'Gt6ss'Nati6nal 
Product Implicit Price Deflator shall be adopted. Decision . - . 
87"'12"'066:sliall'be:tnOditi~d accordingly." i~,- _. ,-. . l 

, 4 ~ " An Energy: R~liabilltY'Ind~x valUe of O.O,=an tUlnuill :t'- ,. 

Incremental Energy Rate (IER) of 9,531 Btu/kWhi -and:tiBe~';' )IU 

differentiated:IER's as set' forthinithe'-joh\t"recomnendation( 
attached to· this"decisi6n- as Appendix: a"shall be: ad6pted~"-i .J'-' 

5. A qas cost of $3.12 per H::Mstu'as'recoiruflended:by 
Industrial:Users for pUrposes of caiculatin9:~arqiriaienerqy and 
demand costs in preparation of the revenue allocation estimate in 
this proceedin9.s~allbe adopted. 

6. A revenue allocation procedure based on 100% of Equal 
Percent of .tar9i~al Cost (EPMC) without any caps shall be adopted. 

7. The·· a~opted' reve~ue increase in this proceeding and the 
adopted revenue-:increases for all Edison/s proceedings cUrrently 
before us, sh~libe·aliocated to achieve full EPMC based revenue 
allocation' for all classes effective on January;. 1991. 

8. The Class Equal Percent Change methodology previously 
adopted for Edison by the Commission shall be continued in the 
design of customer, denand; and energy charges. 

9. The rate imiter phase-out procedure proposed by Edison 
shall be adopted. 

10. The Low Incone Dolnestic Rate Adjustment minimum bill 
charge of 8.5 cents per day proposed by Division of Ratepayer 
Advocates shall be adopted. 

11. The Time-of-Use rate schedule changes proposed by Edison 
where~y off-peak energy charges and second-block energy charges are 
set at 5 cents per kl'1h shall be adopted. 
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t [;'1 ~~n1..~. ! ('Tbe1t~~PQtarY:S4$pen~iQn ot:;E(li~?n~ s:tAnn\li'll<:<EnerqYE Rate 
~lHll),Lb~.,conti,t'llJ~4.uot"1 the i ~1)d cot, th~t'FQrecast~' P~ri04j "nless )the 
C9l!lm~~~~ol)mQdiflE~s ',the te~~ Qf. the ~uspension ill a subsequent,:)", 

13. since the rates au~h~~!zed'by tl1isrdecision'shali-'become:; 

effectivtkQn .;J:~n\1ary l-, 1991· .. thi~; dE:cision: shal~'"be ,maqe effective 
on the dateQf .signa,,"~r~,!,,:,:: C~·C: \ \.~ 1" ;:::: i ': ~'_:,'.~r 'l:.'L':'ll Fe :'i!·",""L'.11 

1~,~ t .:Thl.~. prQ~~e~UI'l9, sb~ll:,reP.l~irn open to address, "'" t ;-ii""': -;; ;', 
reasonable1)ess ;issues J1Qw·pend.iog:·,b~~Qre~, the: C011Ut'lisslc:)n.~,:: h "'>'~ j : . 

~his or.der.,is, effeotiy~ t¢qay ~ . i.~'J' ;::.. , l' (, " 

", -, t,D~tecLP¢.cember :19, '1990; ~t san~FJ:al1ci~coi'~Caiifornia.:,-: 

• ... ~. < • 

.- -. t., 

.. l~ :- ".,~ ~\;)t-~ ·'':.t 1 ~~' !:=-.: l"!.li ,- I_'~'~ '",,".--1", " 

.f- '" G,~; M,IT~~~~~e~f~nt ,\ 
'.. FREDERICKRLDUDA,~'" ,', 'STANLEY N. HU'LETT' ,- . 

, : JoihF'B'? ;: OiiAN:tAll'~ '. > 
. ('c :', PATRICIA-:M.-;ECKERl'~< ,'. 
,. commissioners 

• ,. ~, .- , ; ~ . [ .. : .-.... j , ; ", 1 ~- , 

- .- "\ :. '... :. . ~. 

, ' " ""\-
' .. , ' 

" , 
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List of Ap,pearances 

:t\·~t;'I\~.j.\ f\.~\; .. ".',"~ -:·:~.r\ 

Applicant: . Richarc;i }{,. Durant, : Frank J. Cooley,,: Bruce A. Reed,' r ',<': 
Michael o. Mackness, and'Carol B,- HenningsOllj'Attorneys at.LaW, 
for southern California Edison Company. - -

Interested'parties~ Messrs. Ater, Wynne, He~it.t': 'Dod~~~" & 
Skerritt, by Mark P. Trinchero, Attorney at Law, and Messrs. 
Lindsay, Hart, Neil & Weigler, by Michael P. Alcantar, Attorney 
at Law, for Cogenerators of Southern california; Barkovich & 
Yap, by Barbara Barkovich, for Barkovich & Yap; Messrs. Jackson, 
TUfts, Cole & Black, by Willia~ H. Booth, Joseph S. Faber, and 
Evelyn K. Elsesser, for California Large Energy Consumers 
Association: Messrs. Morrison & Foerster, by Jerry R. Bloom and 
Lynn Haug, Attorneys at LaW, for California Cogeneration 
Council; Hessrs. McCracken, Byers & Martin, by David J. Byers, 
Attorney at Law, for cities of Oxnard and Irvine: David R. 
Clark, Attorney at Law, for San Diego Gas & Electric Company: 
Thomas P. Corr, Attorney at Law, for Independent Power 
Corporation; Messrs. Brobeck, Phleger & Harrison, by Gordon E, 
Davis, Attorney at Law, for California Manufacturers 
Association; Philip DiVirgilio, for Destec Enerqy"; Karen Edson, 
for KKE & Associates: Norman J. Furuta, Attorney at Law, for 
Department of the Navy: Grueneich & Ellison, by Dian M. 
Grueneich and Matthew Brady, Attorneys at Law, for California 
Department of General Services: Messrs. Lindsay, Hart, Neil & 
Weigler, by Paul Kaufman, Attorney at Law, for Kern River 
Cogeneration Company: Karen N. Mills, Attorney at Law, for 
California Farm Bureau Federation; Jeff Nahigian, for JBS 
Energy, Inc.; John B. Quinley, for Cogeneration service Bureau; 
Donald G. Salow, for Henwood Energy services, Inc,; Bartle Wells 
Associates, by Reed v. Schmidt, for California city-county 
street Light Association; Donald W. Schoenbeck, for Regulatory & 
Cogeneration services, Inc.: Joel R. singer and Michel P. 
Florio, Attorneys at Law, for Toward utility Rate Nornalization; 
Messrs. Roberts & Kerner, by Douglas K. Kerner, Attorney at Law, 
for Geothermal Resources Assooiation afiq Independent Enerqy 
Producers Association; Jan SmutnY-Jones, Attorney at Law, for 
Independent Ellergy Producers; Messrs. Downey, Brand, seymour & 
Rohwer, by Philip A. Stohr and Ronald Liebert, Attorneys at Law, 
for Industrial Users; Nancy Thompson, for Barakat & Chamberlin; 
Kathleen Treleven, for Morse, Richard, Weisenrniller & 
Associates; Randolph L. Nu, Richard Baish, and Michael Ferguson, 
for El Paso Natural Gas Comoany; Thomas A. Tribble, for Regents­
University of california; Patrick J. Bittner, Attorney at Law, 
for California Energy Commission, and Janet Rinaldi, for self. 
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JOI.tt~,.~~HJ'IENOATION ()F SOUT'£G' ·~AtiFORNIA. EI?ISON COMPANY, 
DIVISIO~ OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES, CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL, 

'.~ .()~~ -.::(MP...:fOGENERATORS OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA . , 

'-Thetest{~dri~ of the Southern california Edison company 
("Edison"), the Division of Ratepayer Advocates ("DRA"), the 
California Coq:eneration council ("CCCIl) and the Cogenerators of 
southern california (IICSC"), (collectively lithe parties ll ) 

supports a r~nge of forecast revepue requirements and a range of 
incremental energy rates (IIIER"). 

Based on a perceived interest among the parties in reaching 
a compromise, DRA reviewed the IER and revenue requirement 
recommendations sUbmitted by the parties. l Based upon certain 
assumptions advocated by each of the parties, ORA made a 
co.mp_l'?q~~~~, p"rpp.os.a~'.HI :r;hi~.! pr9Pps~l: w~s p~es~~t~d.'.tocCSC:,: SCC, 
Edison"and- other' interest:ed 'participahts~' "" "- ,'" 

. ~ .:':~ ,': "s{lhi's' "jb;ihti r~db~e~~~tiot\',' ;th~\'(~'attit~~:k9t~~::t«(lbihi:1Y 
re,?onunend,a,nq .·!d,~l not: ~ont~st" th~. a,d9P~Aqt:l < of. ,an EC~C revenue 
increase of" $287'.5 "inillion1and 'an annual' average' 'avoided cost 
IER of 9,531 Btu/kWh as a compromise of the various positions 
advocated by the parties, Attached as Appendix B to this Exhibit 
is a summary of the change in ECAC revenues. 

1; Time Differentiated Incremental Energy Rates 

The parties agree that the annual average IER of 9,531 
Btu/k~~ should be time differentiated for the Forecast 
Period as follows: 

, 
2 

1 

See Exhibits 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

A sumnary of the IER and ECAC Revenue proposals of the 
parties is set forth in Appendix A. 

~his recommended ECAC revenue increase is based on an 
Energy Reliability Index ("ERI") of 0.0. By virtue of 
this joint recommendation, the parties are not 
abandoning any positions or arguments regarding the 
appropriate ERI values to be determined in this 
proceeding. If the commission adopts an ERI greater 
than 0.0, the revenue change recommended herein should 
be increased solely to reflect the impact of the 
adopted ERIon capacity payments to as-available QFs 
whose capacity payments are dependent upon an ERI 
value. 

1 



A.90-06-o01 /ALJ/BDP/jc -, . 
'l- .. .,; -.- , 

APp~~RI~. B 
')llj ... ~{ f;~):00b :'i f £§Ak it,1J J; Hisl'Y,H QU, i' " (11'~ Super Off~Peak 

- \,.16 nl J"l':lj)·';'"q 2c~ '(J_[-IfI~.' ~"jLi,~ \'.1, it) n_>L;~~!~ ,-,') 
il [ ':;:'-:':'l~\ll!Uner -!:C\(.-13,.S74:.r::<-·8,402 t (,u{ 8,620.;:, jC) i..1 ~l N/Alc) 

,-,.". ,nl""':)/f [--"~,,,;., ill,')') ;',"1',,,, 'OJ' '-j'e, ,.".,:~,~ '. ·~,..{·l; j, ';;··'·':."·'·l'l :'I"'I'~ - " ,.. ... "- ... '- ... ~ ..1' ~ • -....../... ~ "..; \, ". -. _ S.. .J- , i ~ t ..... __ _ . _. ~. ..... _ ._ 

;,-",J01 Winter ~:::,"'·f~r. N/A !,;t~~ 10;586'\,.!-,·9,56,~, ,·nq.<) ":c8,1~8: 
~~tf!~ '_"jl1~{f-.~:'!:-:lr -1- _'f-~ -'.~-:r~)j:·~~-":·'i~:·~' " _~-!;.!l·.·::~·~ 

2. 
.. ·,"~1 :1" ~ :~:.< :-l,-{ '1:"~'~ j~~ 1~ [ ;~t_,_t 0" :-,i .t:~~ . 

Determination Of Qualifying Facility Payments 
~rl.~-Jt :'-~_-.:.-: .}i,.,,:) J~!'l~ ~ i·.<~, ~ ,~:':,.:.-'.:_-_~£."~~i'; .... -,".~'. ";;~ .. 

, n';.}J {i,.: For:"the pUrPQses of determining ,QF payro.ents,' , 
" .~, ,:;. particular).y through avoided cost post,inCjs,-"the parties 

C', c ~ ::q agree .that Edison sha,ll" until.; otherwls~directed by the 
,- ~.; ";':';Conu:lission,~ deteroine gas transportation ,costs usJng the gas 

.\,<. vol\me' adopted by the' commission in ,the most recent Southern 
" ~ r· ,-, California GasC6tnpany :(lIsoCal") Annual ,Cost,Allocation 

Proceeding (I1ACApl1) beginning with Application tto. 90-03-
018. Moreover, the parties recommend ,that the Commission's 
decision in this proceeding adopt the principle that, until 
ptherwise directed by ,the co~issior\,'Edisonls QF payments 
shall be determined using the ,gas 'transportation costs based 

. on the gas.volunes adopted by th~ commission in the SoCal 
ACAP decision in effect on the first day of each QF payment 
period. 

3. Raternaking Treatment of ECAC Expenses 

'~\);~ ~:. The' parties recommend that, if the Commission, in Oil 
90-08-006, reinstates the Annual Energy Rate ("AER") or 
adopts a successor procedure, 100 percent of the expenses 
ifmi ,reVenues subj ect to the AER or successor procedure sha 11 
be recorded in the Energy cost Adjustment Account until ECAC 
rates reflecting a new forecast ot fuel and purchased power 
expense has been made effective by the Commission in a 
subsequent annual ECAC filing. 

4. Scope and Limitations 

The parties will not contest in this proceeding, either 
in hearings or in any other manner before ';;his Commission, 
or in any other lorum, the ECAC revenue change and IER 
recomnendations contained in this eXhibit. The avoided cost 
IERs adopted in this proceeding are to be used solely for 
the purpose of determining payments to QFs. However, this 
joint recommendation shall not be construed to be acceptance 
of: (a) the methodology or assumptions underlying this joint 
recommendation or any parties' estimate of Edison's ECAC 
revenue requirement or IER presented in this proceeding: or 
(b) any of the resource assumptions, arguments, or positions 
taken by parties in this proceeding. 

Except for the principle set forth in Paragraph No. 2 
above, none of the principles or the methodologies 

2 
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;f,~'\lriderlyit\ti- this joint ~e~~~~datlon ;shall b$ deemed by the 
Commission or any other entity as precedent in any 
proceeding or anYllitiqatioW exceptPin ~order ·to~fitftplel'D.ent In 
this proceeding the recolMlendations contained het,ein. The 
parties expressly ·reserve .... ,the' -right ,to~ advocate' different 
principles or methodologies from those underlying this joint 
recommendation in other proceedings. ' 
:": .~.:'~::': ./('j ~.'r:};_f.Z~)f~~1 t)/!(\~:_"".~>:f_(~\ ~Q~ .~1_Q).:_~~!11;··:~.~:-o-. ..< 

The parties understand and agree that this joint 
recommendation ',is :sUbject, to' ea'ch'and! evety;'condition set 

,,'~ "forth' hereJri,:inpluding'its'acceptance 'Py;,the" 'commission in 
';;,' '-> i tsentrtety, 'and',with'o'ut, 'cha'nge: or, colicHtion'. o"Th,e', parties 

-,; :" :-::: ""agree ,to 'extend their,'best·eJforts-,to,rassur-e',the~'ad.option Of 
.:-'-'~ ::;,~,.~ ,these recommendations ·as the' basl.s·,t6r, t)lEj-,final"ECAC 

,'i',': -~'reVe'nue' chan-ge'and the -tinal '-JER f6r ,the Foreca'st:Period. 
'.-~;--:~;:'~ .. :~,:~ ;~~::~ ·~~tt,:!\:.\ :~,;~.~ ~:;·lrl~~·:(C>·"'-"'i (r;·-i/:.~J/\IJ.? ~-.il;~:"':~i·;~)~\.I 

• ~ . . . - - ';' ~-~ ~ I ~: ~ !; ~,. : J:1'- ; '" 'b ,-, ; .. i' ~:. r ~ : _' :.] ::. '.>. ~ ;.1 ;A:;" ~.: , ~ l {! (. ~'. ~ ~_. ':. 

, ',-: The Undersigned,- or;- behalf: of,the parties -they 
~ '~" represent 'in ,this proceedingFhereby agree to abide by the 

-conditions andiec:ommehdations set fo-rth herein. __ 

Dated this 18th day of september, 1990., 

.. -
- SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON' 
- -COMPANY -' '_ ~ l, 

" 
, -

" 

DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES 

-'lsI Kathleen C~ Maloney 

3 

,CALIFORNIA COGENERATION 
; ,,- COUNCIL' ' 

"l /sl Jerry R. Bloom 

COGENERATORS OF SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA 

/51 Michael ,Pi Alcantar 
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Page 6 _ 
IER AND ECAC REVENUE PROPOSALS OF THE PARTIES 

, . ~ - . - '" ,.-. - ~ , 
'. .!- • ... 1 I. :; -~ ~ : • 

The following reflects the current IER and ECAC reve~ue' 
proposals of the parties: 

Bbi/kWh 

proposed ECAC Revenue 
Increase 

($ million) 

Edison 9,347 321.3 

1 

9,345 

9,662/9,515 

9,666/9,792 

175.6 

Not available 

155.2/306.4 

In addition to the ECAC revenue lncrease, Edison has 
requested increases in ERABF revenues of $182.7 nillion 
and LIS revenues of $6.2 million and a $15.7 million 
decrease in MAABF revenues. See Additional Direct 
Testimony of Peter S. Goeddel contained in Exhibit 14. 

cec proposed two separate IERs to be used when either 
gas or oil is the marginal fuel. cec submitted no 
proposed revenue requirement in its testimony. 

esc proposed two separate IERs and revenue requirements 4It 
based upon DRA's and Edison's forecasted gas prices, 
respectively. 
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7. 

JOIWT ll~MDATI0.· . 
CKMIQB .nl·.cae) 1lBVUUB • . . ~- ,~.~- .. ~ . 

Forecasted Jurisdictionallzed Energy Cost 
ECAC Balancing Account Undercollectlon 

Forecast ECAC Costs to be amortized 

uncollectibles and Franchise Fee Factor 
~1 ..... .r..iil; .\"("'-1 /~. 

Estimated ECAC RevenU~ Requirement 
(Line 3 DUltiplied by Line 4) 
Less Present Rate Revenues 

Estimated Change in ECAC revenues 

(OOO's of $) 

2,971,878 
259,111' 

3,230,989 

1.00953 

3,261,180 .. l 
2.974.244 

287,536 

.. 

1 Forecast December 31, 1990, ECAC Balancing Account 
balance based on recorded data through July 31, 1990. 

2 Calculated using Forecasted sales of. 70,971. 6 GWh e 
(includes adjusted for DE discount). 

(END OF APPENDIX B) 
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(l51.119.5) 3.105.t84.S 
201,l~'.O - - ,2Ol~18I!q,~ 

1.1~1.O ',,:, • '.13 .0 .. 
1.091.0 . . ' 't.~l.6 -

1. US£ R.I.US 
2. Prevtou$lyAuthortled R!tes 
3. 199i MOdUI~ AtbiUQ.-I. '. 
4. Payroll Taxes 
S. 1~1 (os\ of (a9th\ 
6. Oer~ndSide·Manag~nt 
1. In\ene:lOt (<:q>erluUon 

, 6,3~.~' ',". $,ns~(»·., 
1,4.8, .;:,-'~.~:: 

8. Sublot!l ~$e RI\~ At~eF.0e$ 

9. ~ JU))J1IO\S A~lM[\T tlAUS£ (MA .. C) 
10. SO\S52 aM3 Pre~C6{) .. ' " , 
11. SO,~S 2 aTld 3 fost-C()I) 
12. Hl~ Yolta;e OC Tran$,Isston ltne 
13. 8als!.'-Me~dow ' .. , . 
1(. Oe"!rs-Yalley-Serrano 

15. Subtotal MAAc Rat~ Re~e~~e$ 

16. £SEKS! COST ADJUSfME~l (LAt~E (£(Ae) 
11. rl;el Afid Purchased C't"n 
18. Sal ~r,(;1 t.g AccO'J'It 

l,a.&l.~.O ~,15l.~ 

8.516.6 (4~,6J' 
4S,8'(o..l (2,~S.6 " 
Il.OO5.0 (Uo.8) 
8.516.6 (8.S16.61 
3.SH.S (3.548.5 

19.481.4 (15.158.1) 

Z.€~.810.2 315.!29.$ 
Zb8.140.6 (26. ~'.6) 

.3.911~3~·h ", 
, , 

. 8.0~O.O 
U;tlS.l· 
U.4~.2 

0.0 
0:0 

51.li9.3 

19. s:lbiotal tCAe Rate Re'.e:"H .. u 2,911.010.8 288.169.t ' 3.261.180.0, 

ZO. '&-"'..!Al OERG'f RATE (AU,) 0.0 

21. ElEtTRlt R[W[~UE ADJUSTMt\l BlllINS fACtOR (£RASf) -,-' 
n. Balal'lClng Account (I4~.OlS.6) 
23. Palo Yetde Uhlt I ~.641.4 
24. Palo Verde Unit Z 55.351.1 
25. 5-IIf.-) (31.221.1) 
26. Off-System Sales - 0.0 

0.0 ' 

l53.455.6 
, (Z.1l4.2) 
(l.4S3.0) 
ll.2l1.1 

(49.116.0) 

21. Subtotal £RA5F Rate Re~enues (10.261.2) 130,359.5 

28. lCY-I~:OME RATEPAYER ASSIST~'C[ (liRA) r~~l~ 
29. lo--Intome Oisc~Jr,t R!te (LID) 
30. to--Iocorne Surchar~e (lIS) 

31. Sl.Jbtotal LIRA R.!te Re.enue~ 

(22.911.4) (Z.~l.S) 
19.294.. S.8S8.S 

(3.633.0) ~.22S.0 

0.0 

4 .• 11.0 
51,923.2 
Sl.814.f 
- 0.0 

(49,116.0) 

60.098.3 

(25.569.9) 
28.162.9 

2.593.0 

11. TOtAl 

33. F(R{[hTAGf I~C~[ASE 

6.&41.608.0 4~).9.8.9 1.30S.556.9 

6.SX 

11 Based on 11.000 Ei1Wh Blu adopted In A. 90-n6-001. 
2/ Based on rate te~els effecti~e Sept~r i9. 1990. 

- -

-'. 
5.511 

,o.on 
.. 0.(-6-3 
0.016 
0.000 
O. (0."10 

o.o-n 

IO.23~ 
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- .-, - \ ,", 
I. [tAe 

t. £r~ig}' toh-',djfJst~1!l '. ,- , 
Billing ,r4ctor (EUSF)", . 3. 

- '4. 
S. 

6. 
1. 

,8. 
_.9. 

10. 
,. 11. 

ll. 

. -. 
[lect~l~ levenue Adjustment 
Silllbg factor (E~'5t): 

~- - .. 
Pa16 Ye~~'Unit l (ERAsF)' 
(k:ftice 813,[ -A) 

~jor~Addit'on$ Aijust~n\ 
Silllng, r~ttor (M~f)" 

lOW' Income Ratepa),ir 
Asslst4n(e (llRA) 

Total [CAe 

13. ~ified Attritton 
14. E-egiMIt>g At8RR (UI/9b), .' 

. 1S. ~ified Attrition 
16. [RMf 
11. Paytol\' faxes ( .... j~'ee sag-t) 

18. Total ~ified Attrition 

19. Cost of Capital (A1vice.890-[) 

20. 9al0 Verde u,h 2 (B.a~e Rates) 

21. Oe-.and stde )o\an.agerent 
22. ....:Met: 819~£ 
2l. M"lee 885.-£ 

24. Total Oer.and SiOe Management 

25. Intervenor Compens!tion 

26. Total 

A. 9:>-03-048 

A. 9!HS.-016 

kMte 81l-£-A 

Ad~ice m-l 

1/ e.!sed 00 rate 1e,'els effecthe Se;;t~~r 19, 199~. 

(l) 

3.(61.180.0 

~.3.(O.t 

51.SH.l 

2.$93.0 

(3) (4) 

r <I. f 1 -" : '-. ,. ...,".-. 

(12).~lejr::, 18l~$~.S ': 

-l; ": ... ~ -t 7' " • 
19.481.4 

• T w' --. 

:(is)5a,U 

.: i 

3.431.316.6 t.918.60t.O _, 4SS.1l2.6 

3.E-81.46$.9 
l02.181.0 
(H.IlS.0) 

1.1)).0 

3.~2.81l.9 3.841.140.' ·1.132.> 

1,091.0 

U.Ul.O) 

1.091.0 

20.19'.6 

(2.375.0) 
6,3S-S.0 

3.9S1.0 

1~.8 

0.0 

21.S63.6 

0.0 < ' (2,315.0) 
0.0 6.3SS.0 

0.0 

,0.0· 

3,951.0 

104.8 

1.30S.~~.9 6.841.608.0 4~).94S.9 
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SOUTHERN; C~L_~F~RN.~!t: .E~~~O~\ ~KPANY 
-~ , 8 . '" t· .... : ...... i.'. ,".J ~... ,.1 ~ 

\nUT' MARGtNAL ·COST: I 
'~~ i .. ~': ~:~~ ~~.~ ,:':1 ~ :;:' ,:~ t .... 

ESCALATED, MARGINAL DEMANO AND CuSTOMER COSTS 

Marginal Demand co~ts: _~ ($/~~~year)}/ 
--

Generation; 
TransmissIon 
Distribution 

Domestic .­
GS-SPjTP' 
G5-2 ' 
PA-l 

.. ',: 

$78;08 -" i " 
$37~20: : :' 
$58.6S (secondary) 
$50.64 (primary) 

$ , 4'8.82 
4S.43 

237.S5 
144.44 
240.90 PA-2 

TOU-S 
TOU-S 
TOU-S 

(SeCondary) 
(Primary) ", ; _ ,.: . 
(subtransmission) 

'1,509.03 
'2,404.53 
2,404.53 

Marginal Energy Costs: 
.' 

'Bt~/kWh centsjkwh 
-: : 

Summer: On-Peak 12,121 4.GS 
Mid.-Peak 9,579 3.29 
otf-Peak 8,798 3.04 

winter: Mid-Peak 10,869 " 3.69 
Off-Peak 8,900 3.GS 

2/ 

1/ Adopted unIt marginal capacity and customer costs are 
based on D.87-12-066 t P. 246, and Appendix G levels, 
adjusted. for escalat10n in Implicit Price 
Deflator 1989-1991. 

2/ Based on the $3!12/MMatu'gas p~ice plus .3 cents/kWh 
variable O&M (D,87"';12-066, App~ndix G, Table 6), at 
generation level. ' 
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!tt • 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EOI SON (()\1.PANY 

\!) 

0 
I 

0 
LS-l 0-

I ::=S:I:= A - ALL tUGlt SERVICE 1991 0 
0 

BASE OFFSET 10m BA.SE OFFSET M>N-ENERGY TOTAL p 
ENERGY ENERGY PER ENERGY (HC. ENERGY (}lC. ot.a.RGE (SIlA.Y.P-NO ) 

WATTS lU.~ENS RATE RATE ~()~TH (I • 3) (2 • 3) RATE ( 4·5*6 ) 

~ ------- -------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- -------- .... -
(1) (2) (3) (4) (S) (6) (7) 

INCANOESCENT lA\'PS c... 
"'" 10) 1.000 0.02670 Q.QlO49 )S.51S O.94S78 1.03146 6.i4 8.27 tIJ 202 1.500 0.01670 0.0)049 69.690 1.86072 2.11485 6.24 10.23 0 

327 4.000 0.02670 0.01049 111.81S 3.01216 3.43973 6.25 12.70 ." 
448 6.000 0.02670 0.03049 154.560 4.11675 4.71253 6.20 15.04 "-

MERCURY VAPOR LAW>S 
0.Oi670 4S.19$ 1.20671 L 37800 6:H ~ 

100 4.000 0.03049 "8.81 
175 7.900 0.02670 0.03049 74.S2Q 1.98968 2.27211 6.20 10.46 .. 
250 12 .000 0.02610 0.03049 103.84S 2. 77'l66 3. }66H 6.il 12.tt 400 21.000 0.02610 0.03049 163.530 4.16~25 4.98603 6.6' 15.9 
700 41.000 0.02670 0.03049 U7.01s 7.39683 8.44680 6.67 2i.S1 

1.000 ' 55.000 0.02670 0.03049 391.575 10.45505 11.93912 6.67. 29.06 
HIUI PRESSURE' SODIUM " . " . 

50 4.000 0.02670 0.03049 26.010 0.53427 Q.~,10tO 6.23 '7.37 
70 5.800 0.02670 0.03049 ~8.63S 0.76455 0.8~30a 6.?Q 1.84 >' 

toO 9.500 0.02670 0.03049 oiO.365 1.07775 1.2 Q73 6.20 8.~1 1\1 
150 16.000 0.02670 0.03049 66.~8S 1.71782 2 .Q~()M 6.24 10.05 I'd"U 

,~ M 200 22.000 0.02670 0.03049 $:,L~7Q 2.2:6603 2.58769 6.60 11.45 UlZ 
250 27.500 0.02670 0.03049 107.985 2.86320 3.29246 6.62 12.80 00 

" 400 50~OOO 0.02670 0.03049 167.325 4.46758 5.10174 6.70 16.2, H 
LOW PRESSURE SOOIU'.\ \ox 

)5 ,'4.600 0.02670 0.03049 '21.735 Q.$801i 0.66:170 6.77 8. () 1 o· 
,55 8.000 0.02670 0.03049 26.'380 O. ~7J77 0.88160 6.11 '8.41 
90 ll'SOO 0.02610 0.03049 4S. \95 1. 0671 1.17800 7.7.9 10.iS 

Us 2 .500 0.02670 0.03049 6l.790 1.6Z649 1. 91H7 7.97 11.56 
160 33.000 0.02670 0.03049 79.005 i. t0943 2.40886 7.72 12:.24 

, ' 



~ • \0 
SOUTHERN CAliFORNIA EDISON (()\IPANV 0 

I 
0 
0'\ lS-l I 

==::za:: B - MIDNIGHT SERVICE 199' 0 
0 

BASE OFFSET K'l'tH BASE OffSET ~"ON-ENERGY TOTAL ..... 
ENERGY ENERGY PfR ENERGY OIG. ENERGY OfG. OtARCE U/lA.\A.P-M)) 

WATTS ltl.a.'ENS RATE RATE AI()NTH (1)t(3) (2)'(.)) RATE ( 44546 ) 
~ ------- -------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ----------(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) c.... 

INCANOESCENT LA.MPS ........ 
103 1.000 0.03415 8.03049 17.941 0.61275 0.54708 6.24 7.40 IJj 

202 2.500 0.03415 .03049 35.188 1. 20167 1.07i88 6.24 8.51 0 
td 1i7 4.000 0.03415 0.03049 56.963 1. 94529 1. 7368() 6.25 9.93 ........ 

448 6.000 0.03415 0.03049 78.042 2.66513 2.37950 6.20 11.24 ~ MERCURY VAPOR .lAI,IJlS 
100 :'~.QOQ O.Ol41$ Q.QjQ.~ }2.820 6.77~~O 0.69578 6.it ;~.~, 

~ 115 -1.900 0.0341$ Q.QlQ~i }7.627 1· 2M ~ L lOis 6.2 '8.63 
2S0 \2.000 0.03415 0.0304 ~2."H .79~6 .1.59871 6.23 -9·t2 
48Q 21.0QQ 0.0)4 15 Q.Ql04 82.571 2.81 go 2.51759 6.6\ 11.5 
7 () 4 LooO O.OHIS 0.030-4 U9.883 4.777 0 4.2(50) 6.67 15.11 

1.000' ., - 55.000:' 0.03415 0.03049 197.117 6.75204 6.02839 f>.67 19.45 
HI rn ,PRESSURE·. sQoIUa.\ .-

.50 . 4.000 0.0)415 0.01049 10. 104 0.34505 0.l0807 6.23 6.88 
~ 70 5.800 0.0)415 0.01049 14.4S9 8.49377 O. H085 6.?Q 7. l3 'U 

199 9.500 0.0141S 0.01049 20.381 .69601 0.62142 6.20 7.52 'd'U 
16.000 O.OH'S 0.03049 .H.621 1. 14816 1.02510 6.i4 8.4. r. trl 

2()Q 22.000 0.014\5 <l. 03049 4i.8S1 1.46343 1.30659 6.~O 9.)1 \Q z 
250 2?SOQ 0.OH'5 0.03049 54.525 1.86}O} 1.66247 6.62 10.14 0 0 

H 400 .. 50.000 . O.()l~'5 0.03049 84.487 2.8852) 2.57601 6.70 12. 16 ....x 
lOw PRE 5SURE . SOD 1Ua.\ -' . .- 0 

lS ".600 0.03415 0.03049 10.975 0.37480 Q.33461 6.77 7.48 n 
_55 8.000 0.01415 0.03049 14.613 0.49912 0.44616 f>.77 -7.12 
9Q H.500 0.oH1s 0.03049 22.820 0.71930 Q'~r~1$ 7. ",0 9. 18 us 2}.500 0.03415 0.03049 31. 704 1.08269 0.9 665 7.97 'O.Oi 

180 31.000 0.03415 0.030·4«) 39.892 1. 36231 1. H63 1 7.72 10.30 



~ • 
SOUTHERN CAli FMN I A EOI SO~ (QMPAWI 

\0 
0 
I 

0 

LS-l 0\ 
I 

s:::=:: A - MULTIPLE SERVICE/All NIGHT 1991 0 
0 

BASE OFFSET K'Mi 8.*,SE OFFSET NON-ENERGY TOTAl ~ 

ENERGY ENERGY PER ENERGY OIG. ENERGY atG. Ota.RCf U Il A.Y.P - J,It) ) 
WATTS lU~EN5 RATE RATE Al().~TH (1 • 3) (2 • 3) R"\TE ( 4.5.6 ) "-------- -------- --- .... ------ ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- --.------- ---------- ~ (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

~ INCANDESCENT lAY.PS "-103 1.00Q 0.02670 0.03049 l~.S3S 0.94878 1.08346 0.79 2.82 ttJ 
202 2.500 0.02670 0.03049 69.690 1.86072 2. 12465 0.79 4.78 0 
327 4.g00 0.oi670 O.03()49 112.81~ 3.()1it6 3.43973 0.79 7.2-f td 

"-448 ~. Of) 0.02610 0.01049 154. 568 ". H_~15 ~.7U51 0.79 9.6! p. 
690 10.000 0.0~6io O.Ol()~9 138.05 6.35594 7.2581~ 0.79 14.41) X 

MERctJR¥ VAPOR lA\IJlS - -. ~ ;;, ~ - . 
100 4.0()() 0.02670 0.01049 45. 195 1. 26671 1. 37800 0.19 l.~t • 
175 1. goO 0.02670 0.01049 74.520 1.9M68 ).21211 0.79 5.05 

- 250 12.000 0.02670 0.01049 103.845 2.172~6 3. 16623 0.79 6.73 
400 iLOOO 0.02670 0.{)J049 161.5)0 4.)6625 4.98603 0.79 10. H tOt) ·tj.oot) 0.02670 0.01049 277.015 7.396S1 8.4468~ 0.79 16.6) 

I.QOO 55.000 0.02670 O.tH049 39L 5J5 10.~550S 11.9191. 0.79 2).18 
HIOj PRESSURE SOOlU\\ . , \ ~ : 

:S() '4.000 0.02670 0.Oj049 20.(11) O. SH27 0.61010 0.79 '.9) ):' "70 S.800 0.01610 0.01049 28.6)5 0.76455 0.81308 0.79 2 ... ~ 
100 9.500 0.01670 0.0]049 40.~6$ 1.0777S ,-ilOll 0·19 3. 1 ~ 

'0'0 
150 16.000 0.02610 O. (ll049 66.585 1.17782 2.03018 0.79 ".60 ~trJ 

, 2(1)" i2 :000 0.Oi670 0.()lC49 84.810 2.266~3 2.S~169 0.79 5.64 \.Q~ 

250 27.S00 0.02~10 0.010"9 10J.98S i·t~} () 1.2 246 0.19 6.97 00 
H 310 37.()OO 0.02670 O.O3()49 112.135 1. SOo .f.oi880 0.19 8.15 pX 

40() 50.000 0.02t~70 0.01049 167.325 4.46758 S. 10'74 0.79 10.36 .... 
lOW- E>RESSURf SOOlm\ 0 

35 4.S00 0.02670 0.01049 2 lo735 0.561)32 0.66270 0.19 l.ot '55 8.000 0.02670 0.01049 28.980 0.77377 0.88360 0.79 2 .... 
90 ,~. 500' 0.02670 0.01049 45. 195 1. i0611 1.17800 0·79 3.17 

135 2 .500 0.02610 O.OlM9 62.l90 \ .67649 '.9~447 0.79 4.18 
lSO 31.000 0.02670 0.03049 79.005 i. t09H 2.40886 0.79 5.) 1 



r 
SOUTHERN CAlifORNIA EOISON COMPANY \P 

0 
t 

0 
lS-2 Ol , 
::.z%.z::~ B - MULTIPLE SERVICE/""OHton 1991 0 

0 
BASE OFfSET leV-it BASE OFfSET U)N-fNERGV TOTAl ...... 

ENERGY ENERGY PER ENERGY mG. ENERGY wc. Ol.\RCf ( f Il AMP -1.() ) WATTS lU\'ENS RATE RATE A'().'HH (1 • l) (2 • l) RATE 4*5*6 ) 

~ ------- -------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ----------(1) (2) (3) (4 ) (5) (6) (1) 
INCANDESCENT lA\\PS , 

10) 1.000 O.OHlS 0.03049 17.943 0.61275 O.547()8 0.79 1. 9S tJJ 201 2.500 0.03415 0.01049 35. 136 1. 20167 1.01268 0.19 3.06 tJ 
327 ,4.000 0.0)415 

Q:gIgli 56.963 
l.

l4521 1.~1680 Q.71 J:i~ 
tQ 

t~~ '6.0QQ O. 0i41~ 7g.0~2 }. 65\ ~. 79iO 0.7 ........ 
o J,&0OO 0.0 4) 8. ~ " 12 .'.8 ". 1047 1.664 4 0.7 ~ 

MERct)~Y VA '.l~\\PS ' . , 
' " 'i- .'0"_ 

10 4.003 0.0)415 8·6184~ H.tl20 O. 179l0 0.6<J$~e Q.7~ }~i7 * , .175 7. 9Q O. OH IS .ol 4 37.627 1. 284 6 1. 141 S 0.7 1.21 
, 258" 12.000" 0.034 15 Q.Ol04~ 52.4H 1. 790&2 l. ~9~7 J 007

1 ,". 18 48 21.QQQ 0.03415 0.Q104 6}.571 .tj9~() 2.5115 0.7 '6,13 
7 & "LOQO 0.0341S 0.Q1&49 U9.383 ~.7]700 l·26S~) 0.7 9. ,) 

1.00 55.000 0.034\5 0.01 49 197.717 6.]5204 .02a 9 O.? " 13.57 
Blot PRESSURE SOOIU\\ : 

5Q 4.Qog 0.0)415 0.01049 to. 10-1 &.34505 8·3060~ 0.79 \. ~. .~, '70 5.60 0.034\5 O'810.~ 14.459 .49377 .Hoas 0.79 L72 
100 9.500 0.01415- o. 1Q. 20.381 0.6<Jt(')1 0.6il42 0.79 2.Jl tQl-d 

III ltl· '." J~g 16.000 0.014 \S o.olo. l3.621 1. t4 16 1.025 to 0.79 1. (" \Q~ , , 22.000 ~). 034 15 0.03049 42.853 1. 46)H 1.10659 0.79 3.56 QO 
250 27.$(1) 0.03415 O.OlO.9 S4.S}S 1.86203 L~6147 0.7! '''.ll H 
l~Q 37.QQO 0.01415 t).Q1M~ 66.719 2. U845 2. 3426 0.7 5.10 I-'X 

N 400 ~o.QoQ 0.03415- 0.0104 84.467 2.88523 2.57601 0.] 6. is 0 
lOW PRESSURE SOOIU\\ - ' -

'35 !·~Q8 0.014 \5 O.(H049 to'l'S 6.3148Q Q.))461 0.79 1.5{) 
55 .00 o.oH 15 0.01049 \4. H 0.49972 0.44616 0.79 1.14 

·90 ' 13.50 0.Ol41S 0.03Q49 22.620 0.7793~ 0.6957~ 0.79 2.17 
13$ H.soo O. oH 1S O.OlM9 ) 1·]04 1.0826 0.9666 0.79 'i.84 
ISO )) .000 0.01415 0.0)049 39.692 1.3623 t L 2t631 0.79 3.ll 



• 
~ • 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EOISON «v.l,PANY 
\!) 

C> 
I 

C> 

lS-2 0'\ 
::a:=:::;:; C - SERIES SERVICE/All t!IQU 1991 I 

C> 
C> 

BASE OFFSET kYtH BASE OFFSET NON-ENERGY TOTAl ....... 
ENERGY ENERGY PER ENERGY OW. ENERGY Ole. otARCE ($IlAW>~.W» 

WATTS lUMENS RATE RATE AI()NTH ( 1 • 3) (2 • 3) RATE ( 4+5+6 ) 
~ ------- -------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ----------(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) rt 

INCANDESCENT lA\UlS 4 

" t03 1.000 0.02670 Q.0304~ 29.528 0.78840 0.9(0)' 1.55 5.24 w 202 2.500 0.02670 0.01049 64.567 I.n3S4 1.96865 1.55 7.24 0 
327 4.000 0.02670 0.03049 97.638 2.60693 2.97698 3.55 9.B tU 
448 6.000 0.01670 0.03049 136.614 l·64759 4. 16536 l.55 11.~6 " 690 10.0()() 0.01670 0.01049 221.559 .07583 6.91821 1.55 16.56 ~ 

MERCURY VAPOR lA\UlS - " , . -
0.oi670 $1.~7S L)197} ': .. '. , 

3.55 ~. 5-' 100 4.000 0.ol049 1. S7551 
,. 

175 7'gOO 0.Oi670 0.03049 85.574 2.28483 ?'~S~lS 1.55 ~"f4 2S0 12. 00 0.Oi670 0.03049 H7.819 3. 14S77 1.5 230 1.55 10.29 
4GO - 2L 00 0.02670 0.03049 183.963 3. 91161 5.~O~O~ l.55 14.07 
780 ,,1.000 0.Oi670 0.01049 314.1&4 .3681' 9.579-47 3.55 2\.52 

1.0 0 55.000 0.oi670 0.030.c9 H~.~38 1LA10U 13.4B6S9 1.55 2~.~5 
H I at:; PRE SS~E .~ SOO I U\\ ,';' . 

- -
SO 4.000 0.Oi676 0.Ol049 30.146 0.8209i o.9174s l.SS ~. ~; :~ 
70 5.8&0 0.02670 0.03049 40.8H 1.{)90}7 L 24S0l 1.55 5.89 

100 " 9.5 0 0.02670 0.030-49 ·58. 128 1.55202 1. 77232 1.SS 6.87 tUtU 
fl'trJ . l~O )6.000 '- 0.oi67() 0.03049 "8l.590 i.B,aS 2.S4a~6 3.55 8.3) o..Q;~ 

200 22.000 0.02~70 0.01049 1 H. 9l~ 2.98861 1.41284 1.55 9.9? 00 
lOr'iPR£SSUR£ SOOIU\\ - H 

i4. liS Q.64681 0.7386) 
" -

4.94 .... x lS -4.800 0.02670 0.010-49 3.55 w 5S 8.000 o.Q1610 0.03049 3~.2Q8 O.91lt4 1.04276 3.55 5.51 0 . 
90 13.500 Q.oi616 0.01049 61.75 I.M87l I. aSi16 1.S5 1.08 

135 "n.500 0.02670 0.03049 87. ~75 2.34626 2.67931 1.55 8.S8 
180 33.000 0.02670 0.03049 t04.0H 2.77747 3.171n ~.SS 9.50 



)I 
• 

SOUTHERN CAll FORNI A EOI SON COWW'N \0 
<> 
I 

<> 
'" I 
0 

lS-2- 0 
aa:&==== 0 - SERIES SERVICE/Mlo.'1'On 1991 ~ 

BASE OFFSET K'itH BASE OfFSET NO:-:-ENERGY TOTAL 

~ ENERGY ENERGY PER ENERGY OIG. ENERGY mG. (H..\RCE (S/lA\\P-J.W) ) 
WATTS lU\\ENS R.\lE RATE .\I()~TH (1 • 3) U • 1) RATE ( 4+5+6 ) ------- --_ ... _--- ---------- ---------- ---- ... _---- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- "'-(1) 0) (3) (4 ) (S) (6) (7) to 
INCANDESCENT lA\\PS tJ 

103 1.000 O.Ql41S 0.03049 14.918 0.50945 0."54~5 3.SS 4.51 tQ 
202 2. SOl) 0.034 IS 0.OlO49 ll.6iO 1. lU97 0.99458 l.SS S.66 "'-p.. 
327 4.000 0.03415 0.03Q49 49.l27 1.68452 1.S0398 3.55 6.74 ~ 

~ \~.OOQ C).QH1$ Q·QI04~ 69.018 2.~56&6 2'l9H~ l·$$ 8.~' ,.. 90 .000 0.03:4\5 0.0 0~9 ~ J4. 964 3, 16 i l. {) 5 .55 10. 8 
MER ,Y VAPf.~l~\\PS .' .,.. ( ~.' '.,' -

o.Qn'~ Q.610"~ 26.'''3 0.89\76 ~.71l1~ 
. }," .. 

~J! 
100 ' _ .OO{) l.5S 
175 7.~OO 0.OH1S Q.Q_Q4~ .~. 2'42 1. 4761 J ,.l .. ~ 1.$5 

,- 250 , Ii. 00 0.01415 0.03049 5 .537 2.011\ 1.8\52 l.SS 1.40 , 400 ' 21.000 0.03415 0.0104CJ tllJtl .l. t746i 2.lp438 l.$S 2.$6 
100 41.000 O.QH 1$ 0.01049 S.4il~9 4.84071 j.$5 1l.gJ ~.; 1.000 55.000 0.034\5 0.01049 2i • S21 1.6H t 6. ~ 1522 1.55 18. 

HICH. ~RESSURE 6 SQo I U\\ - ~ ::: 'U 
0.034\$ Q.o~o,H is.519 0.53066 0.47371$ 1.5$ •. 55 ~lQ ~Q 1. OQ PI M , ,,10 S.8QO , 0.034 \s 0.03049 20.638 0.10479 0.62925 l.55 4.88 \Q z 

'100 9.500' 0.034 15 O.0104<J 2~.319 1.00329 .0.39571 3.55 ,5.45 0 t:J 1$8 l~.()OO o.on \$ O.0304<J :~2.H7 . t. 44274 ; L 288l t l.55 .6.28 H 
..... !< 2Q i _ .QOQ 0.014 ~,5 O.Oj049 .6.572 L ~1\91 1.72488 ~.~~ 7.2\ ,r.. 

lQN' PRESSURE SOOlU~~ 
. , . " n 

0.03'4\5 0.03049 U.Hg 0.37320 
. 1 .. , 

35 4.800 O.41~OO l.SS 4·H :$5 8.000 O.Ol4\$ 0.0304<) 11.28 0.5901\ Q.S2681 l.s$ 4.67 
9\). fl.50() <L01415 0.03049 l\.200 1.66548 0.95129 l.SS 5.57 

US i2~ 50Q' 0.03415 0.01049 .44.400 1. 51626 1.1~176 1.55 6.-U 
180 33.000 0.oH)5 0.01049 $2.560 1.19492 1.6 255 1.55 6.95 

. - , 



:.s.z.t==::-:: 

TOTAL ENERGY 

CUstOMH( OtARtE 
MULTIPLE 
SERIES 

: '.' 

B."SE 
EN£R<X 

RAtE 

SOUTHERN CAlifORNIA EOISON Cf:)NpAt« 

OfFSET 
ENERCY 

RATE 

K~H BASE OFFSET 
ANMJAl - ENERCY 01(;. ENERCY 01(;. 

CMi (1 • 3)' (2' 3) 

CUSTOMER 
otAACf 

RATE ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------
, .. (1) .... , (2) 
,~~. 'O:v2670 ": 0.03049 

0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 

45.335647 1. i 10.462 

• 't ;.' .-~ 

8.65 
l09.35 

. '. 

:. "} ", ! 

, . 

.. ".' 

, , 
: .. \ 

'; t 
.' ' . 

, , 

". : ! • • • < 

e • 

):I • \t) 
0 , 
0 
(J\ 
I 

0 
0 .... 

~ 
" td 
tJ 
~ 

" ~ 
~ 

" 
, , , 

~ 
..,tU 
flIttl 
I.QZ 
QtJ 

H 
.... X 
Vl 

0 

.' " 

: ' .. -. ' 



):A 
• 

SOJTHERN CAlifORNIA EOI $ON ~A.W 
\P 
0 
I 

0 

0l-1 All HICHT SERVICE 
0\ 
I 

==z:=:z::tz:=z:z::z: z====:sa:===:z:;: 0 
0 

BASE OFFSET k"'H . BASE . . OffSET NON-ENERGY lOTAl 
p 

ENERGY ENERGY PfR ENERGY OIG. ENERGY <HG. 
WATTS lUVo.ENS RAn RAlE 1-WTH ( 1 • 3) (2 • J) ------- -------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------. 

Ql.\RCE U Il A. \\P -AIO ) 
RAlE ( 4+5'6 ) f: ---------. -.--------

(1) (2) (1) (4) (5) 
MERCURY VAPOR lAWJ5 

175 7.900 0.02670 0.010-19 74.520 1. 98968 2.27211 
400. .il.000 0.02670 O.0304C) 168.460 4.49788 5.13635 

HICH PRESSURE SODIUM 
70 5.800 0.Oi670 0.03049 28.635 0.76455 0.87308 

100 9.500 0.02670 0.01049 40.365 1.07775 1. 23073 
200 22.000 0.Oi670 0.030-19 84.870 2.26603 2.58769 

(6) (7) ~ 
......... 
tl' 

5.09 9.35 " 5.50 15.13 'd 
......... 

5.09 6.73 
p, 

'" 5.09 7 .40 • 5.49 10.l4 

.\UD.'uon SERVICE r; :=====-====:-:::::::::= 

MERCURY VAPOR lA\\P5 
,..,I-lj 
"t>} 

175 7.900 0.03415 0.03049 37.627 1.28496 1. 14725 5.09 7.52 <.Q~ 

400 21.000 0.03415 0.OJ049 82.571 2.81980 2.5175C) 5.50 10.84 no 
H Him PRESSURE SOOIu\\ ...... >: 

70 5.800 0.03415 0.03049 14 .459 0.49377 0.44085 5.09 6.02 <1\ 
100 9. SOO 0.03415 0.03049 20.381 0.69601 0.62142 5.09 6.41 0 
200 22.QOO 0.03415 0.03049 42.8S3 1.46343 1.30659 5.49 8.26 

Ol ~ 1 POlE O{.\RCf 

5 T ANDARO POt. E S 2.20 

:. ' 



SOUTHERN CALifORNIA. EOISON Cf:m'AW 

OWL 1991 
-=:f~:=::-.::::-: 

BASE OfFSET K~ BASE QFfSET ENERGY ENERGY PER ENERGY atG. ENERGY Ole. RATE RATE "ooTH (1 • 3) U • 3) ----- .. ---- ---------- ---------- ------- .... _- ----------(11 (21 0) (4) . (5) RATE A 0.0 670 0.0 049 32.341 0.86350 0.98608 RATE 8 0.0.2670 0.01049 32.141 0.86350 0.98608 RATE C 0.00000 0.00000 0.000 0.00000 0.00000 

M 
Z 
t1 

0 
~ 

~ 
~ 
ttl 
~ 
t1 
H 
X 
0 

NON-ENERGY TOTAL 
Qt.\RCE U I lAMP -J,I() ) 

RATE ( 4+5+6 ) 
---------- ----------(6) (7) 

6.55 8.40 
2.15 4.00 
0.40 0.40 

):I • 
\!) 

o 
I 

o 
0\ 

• o 
o 
I--' 

~ 
~t-\j 
!liM 
utZ 
ti)U 

H 
I--'X 
--.) 

0 


