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Decision 90-12-125 Decémbér 27, 1990
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matteér of the Application of The).
Southern california Edison Conmpany
A
(Fi

(U 338-E) for: (1) Authority to
Increase Its Enérgy Cost Adjustment
Billing Factors, Increasé Its Annual
Bnergy Rate, and Increéasé Its Electric
Reveéenue Adjustmeéent Billing Factor
Effective June 1, 1%88; (2) Authority
to Implement Modifications to its
Energy Cost Adjustment Clausé as More )
Speclifically sét Forth in this )
Application; (3) Authority to Revise )
the Incréméntal Energy Rate, the )
Enérgy Reliability Index, and Avoided )
Cost Pricing: (4) Réview of the )
Reasonablénéss of Edison’s Operations )
During the Périod from Décémber 1, 1986)
through November 30, 19873 and )
Réview of the Reasonabléeness of Edison )
)
)
)
)

plication 88-02-016
led February 11, 1988)

Payments to Qualifying Facilities
Undér Nonstandard Contracts During
the Period from Decembér 1, 1984,
through November 30, 1987.
B

ORDER GRANTING REHRARING OF D. $0-09-088

Southern california Edison Company (Edison) filed an
Application for Rehearing of D.90-09-088 on Octobér 15, 1990. On
October 29, 1990, the Kern River Cogéneration Company (Kérn
River) filed an Application for Rehéaring of the décision, in
vhich, among other things, we disallowed $48,370,708 in paynments
by Edison to Kern Riveér under their purchase power agreement.

Having considered all the arguments raised on rehearing, we
conclude that a limited rehearing is warranted for the purpose of
reviewing the appropriate disallowance. Recognizing that any
calculation of disallowance, including the $48 million
disallowance in this case, rests on what facts or




A.88-02-016

assumptioéns wereé reasonablé at the time, we aré interésted in
reviewing whethér theré might bée any additional benefits flowing
to thé ratepayers in thésé contracts which could bé more
accurately quantified. In making this réview we want to make
clear that we will adheré to thé prudéncy standard which weé have
consistently appliéd in réasonableéeness reviéws, i.e., what would
a reasonable and prudent person havé doné in light of the facts
known, or which should have béen known, at the timé thé decision
was made. We will not engage in hindsight review.

Also, any alternative method of calculating the disallowance
must bé consisteént with our policies and goals which are
génerally applicable to QFs and QF contracts. Lastly we want to
emphasizée that we will not review whethér a disallowance is
appropriaté or not. We believe a disallowance is warranted.
only the appropriate level of thé disallowance is to bé reviewed.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED thatt

1. Limited rehearing is hereby granted to reconsider the
appropriate amount of disallowance in light of the full record of
costs and poténtial benefits to rateéepayers included in the
purchasé power agreenent.

2. Rehearing shall be held at a time and place to be
noticed by the Assigned Adnministrative Law Judge.

3. The Exeécutive Diréctor shall serve a copy of this
decision on all partiés in A.88-02-016.

This order is effective today.

Dated December 27, 1990, at San Francisco, California.

I will file a written concurring opinion. G. MITCHELL WILK
/s/] G. MITCHELL WILK President
President FREDERICK R. DUDA
STANLEY W. HULETT
JOHN B, OHANIAN
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G. MITCHELL WILK, President, concurring.

While I have joined my colleagues in ordering a limited
rehearing, I have done so without having been convinced that
anything in our eéarlier decision should be changed. I believe
the record was well-developed and that little, if anything of
substance will be added by a rehearing except to explore the
adequacy of the record regarding appropriate disallowance given
the fact that some ratepayer benefit resulted from the contract.
I will look forward to laying this matter to rest as soon as
possible after consideration of any additional evidence that nay
be produced.

I am also concernéd about the timing of our upcoming
decision about the proposed mergéer between Southern California
Edison and San Diego Gas and Electric. I do not want a rehearing
on KRCC to delay a Comnission decision on the merger. The time
we have taken to build an extraordinarily complete record on the
merger case has not been wasted, but it is time that has had a
substantial cost for all involved regardless of the outcome. I
will do all that I can to see that we do not add to that delay by
ordering this rehearing.

The rehearing order was carefully drafted to affirn
that Edison's imprudence in its dealings with KRCC is not an
issue that will be reheard. We cannot accept such dealings
between a regulated utility and its affiliate, and I will be
examining the merger proposal record in this light.

G. MITCHELL WILK
President

December 27, 1990
San Francisco, California




