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| INIERIM QRINION

ma : o ; Dec 3 .on‘ Cae YL
" “'mhe Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA} has’ requested
that the Commission address the cost—effectxveness of operatxng ‘San
Onofre Nuclear Generat;ng Station’ Un;t 1 (SONGS ;) in’ Invest;gatzon
(I.) 89-07- 004 the Bxennmal Resource Plann;ng Update (Update),
rather than in the present applxcat;on, wh;ch is the general rate '
case (GRC) of Southern Cal;fornxa Ed;son Company (deson)
DRA’S mot;on is granted because the Update isthe’’

Commission proceedzng best suxted to address the capxtal costs and"
cost—effectxveness of cont;nued operat;on of SONGS‘I. R

Do v
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“'SONGS' 1 is one of three electrical’ generating umits ™"
operated by Edison at a site about foux: milea .south-of:San, :
Clemente, California. The unit ;s“powered by a Westlnghouse SR
pressurxzed ‘water: reactor (PWR) . SONGS. -1 began operat;on~ln 1967,?
at a rated electrical output of 436 ‘megawatts’ (MW) Tﬁ EdiSon owns" f
80% of the unit; San Diego Gas & Electrlc Company SDG&EA owns the?
remaining 20% . : T ' ¢f

In the GRC, Edison is requesting authorization to make :f
capital expenditures for modifications to SONGS 1 during fuel
cycles 12°and 13,-and to recover the associated revenue requirement
in base rates. Capital additions through fuel cycle  I1,~which '
Edison'expects'to,end in September 1992, were previously authorized
by the Commission. Edison estimates that SONGS 1 will eventually
operate through fuel cycle 17, ending December 2004. Only fuel
cycles 12 and 13 fall thh;n the three-year GRC cycle consmdered in
the present applxcatlon. Each fuel cyclo lasts about two years.

Edison plans cap;tal addltxons of $125 million during
fuel cycle 12, followed by $65 million for cycle 13, and a range of
$65 million down to $30 million for cycles 14 through 17. These'h
costs are plant totals, without adjustment for Edlson s ownershlp
share ox Jurlsdlctlonal factor.,

Edison’s request concernlng SONGS 1 was not 1ncluded ;n ;
its Notlce of Intent (NOI), fllcd in October 1990, wthh preceded
the GRC. . At that time deson was plannlng to file a separate S
application for review of SONGS 1. Although Edlson belleves it ls
not required to flle such an, appllcatlon, it planned to do 'so "out
of an abundance of caut;on.? Thls cautlon no doubt reflocts A o
prev;ous Commmssxon lnvestlgatlon of SONGS 1, I. 83 10 02, whlch fiJ
followed a prolonged plant outage in 1982. The outage was caused
in part by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) requirements in the
wake of the accident at the Three Mile Island nuclear plant in
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Pennsylvania.._ Edison later.decided to. include SONGS: 1l issues in
the GRC. - oot ylomn Do el e e Dy e
DRA’s Motion - R ol SOOI PO L B T IO TR AR Ty T AL SRS AT
Oananuary 25,:1991.DRAfiled a motion. to:rconsider: the»o
cost-cffectiveness: of: the continued:operation of. SONGS l:in'the .
Update rathexr than in the GRC.: 'DRA~argues that:this would:".
(1) eliminate duplication:of:work, (2) reduce:the number of:issues .
that must -be litigated in: the GRC, .(3) eliminate . inconsistencies .o
between the two proceedings,” (4) permit cost comparisons.in a.
single forum, (5) result in a more:timely resolution:of the issues,
(6) facilitate the participation of-other parties, and (7).remove -
from Edison’s  GRC. the evaluation of:SDGLE’S resource. plans.: i

- DRA believes that the evaluation: of the continued .
operation of SONGS 1 is not a unique-issue for the: Update.  .The
Commission has reviewed, in the Update, whethexr other existing- . '
utility plants, such as Edison’s Huntington Beach unitsrand SDGLE’S
Silvergate units, should be operated:ox mothballed. . According to
DRA, the decision whether to continue operation oOf. SONGS. l.oxr to...
replace. it with other resources is not a: new. Updatemissueﬁ but:is .-
typical of issues reviewed in that proceeding.. .. .w.;:romns
Response. dison S - : SR MU S R

-.On February 11, 1991 Edison filed a responserin::

opposition. to DRA’s motion.  Edison argues: that) consadermng SONGS: 1
cost-effectiveness in the Update: would:'be a. fundamental:change:in:
Commission: policy. According. to.Edison, the mission’' of the Update.
is to consider whether: proposed additions of. generating.capacity -
can be: deferred by qualifying facilities (QFs)....The’Commission has
never considered in the Update whether existing units:like SONGS 1o
are deferrable. Edison points out that the  capital additions:in:-.
question will neither increase the unit’s rated capacity’nor extend
the lifetime of the unit. The.planned capital additions:are
necessary to meet NRC requirements,: to maintain. rel;ablewoperatxon,
or to improve cost-effectiveness.. . ... LT el rlealo T
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.Actually. the  capital expenditures would increaserthe. :». .
operational capacity of the unit slightly. To pxrotect the steam:.: -
generator tubes, the unit has been operated at reduced xeactor. ~: 1.
coolant temperature fox several years, resulting in-losses of about
10% of rated turbine-generator ouwtput.. . One: proposed project during
cycle 12 would return the. unit almost. to its: original rated:
capacity. Despite the present . output. reduction,: Edison,:.the -
Commission, and the California’ Energy Commission (CEC) have used - .
the full rating of the unit for resource planning purposes. . ..o

‘According to Edison, considering SONGS: 1 in the: Update- .:
would change the fundamental purpese of that proceeding... This:
change should be made only after hearings to allow' parties toloffer
evidence.supporting their positions.. Edison contends that the
cost-effectiveness. technique used in.the Update: (thelterative: .
Cost-Effectiveness. Methodology, ox ICEM) is. inappropriate:foxr. .«
review:0f existing resources.. . S0 Ll oo o ol

Edison. secks review:o0f . SONGS:. 1 in- thig:GRC: becauser: .,
(1) previous SONGS 1 capital additions wereaconsaderedwxnaawGRC,hﬁ;
(2) this GRC can best accommodate SDG&E’ s participation, and . -~
(3) the administrative efficiencies claimed by DRA are.illusory. .
Edison asserts that the Commission must decide SONGS. 1: issues: . -
before the end:of 1991. Fuel cycle: 12 will begin in September
1992, during the:GRC test.yeaxr. ' Edison attached. toits pleading-a
proposed schedule fox the SONGS 1. review, ¢alling.for.a: DRA report:
in ' June 1951, hearings in August 1991, and briefs. withipage limits’
in September 1991. -Edison argues.that. deferral: ofithe dissues to .
the Update would make this schedule. impossible and: d;srupt progress
on othex Update issues.. .- ‘ol odw 00 s gt ol DOy L :

Re nges of Oth i ‘

As co-ownexr O£ SONGS L, SDG&E: also OppoOses ' DRAS S mot;onu
SDG&E argues. that review of proposed capital: expenditures -in:.ther
GRC simply follows a traditional Commission practice. ~SDG&E. <.’ =




A.90-12-018 et al. ALJ/J../MSW/gab' i .

believes -the Update is explicitly limited to-evaluating.the.
deferrability of resource additions, not existinguresources.. DRA .
points to.no Commission decision-that.would broaden: the scope:of:
the Update to consider power plants that are already operating.. -
SDG&E repeats Edison’s argument that.such a change’in scope of the
Update requires evidentiary hearings..to-assess its merits. SDG&E
is also. concerned about the:untimely: resolution of: SONGS~l~issues:
if they are moved to the Update. cu R I I

SDG&E argues -that.most.of the. Update issues: llsted in the
DRA motion have: already been resolved, éither by ‘Commission
decisions or by the CEC’s. 1990.Electricity Report (ERS0). DRA
should not be-allowed to interxrrupt the GRC: process by moving the .
SONGS 1 issues to another proceeding. . -~ D N

Mc..m_m.xm.tm_cwmmm

While PG&E is not a party to the GRC, it is .an active
party in the Update. PG&E commented on DRA’s.motion by letter to: -
the assigned Administrative-Law Judge:and-all parties. .. . .0l oo

PG&E opposes the .motion. . PG&E.believes that-moving
SONGS 1 issues to the Update is unlikely 'to produce the.
administrative efficiencies claimed by DRA and is contrary to-the .
purpose and scope of the Update. Anprecedent ‘would: be established
which would reguirxe utilities to-prove-the cost-=effectivéness of
every existing resource in every Update review.  This.expansion of
scope would be unmanageable and would undermine the CEC’'S i
Electricity RepoXt process. . ' . .. o oo B VRIS

.- PG&E 'argues that without notice-and- opportunity to be -
heaxd, any revision to the. scope of Update would wviolate Public..
Utilities Code § 1708. O Y R S U IR N H IOAe
T QBG. e e T Lm L e T e

‘The CEC opposes the DRA motion: because it would lengthen
and compl;cate the Update, delaying achievement of its.; objectives - :
with no public -benefit. - The delay would be: caused by the:mecessity
to reconstruct the ICEM. process to. handle existing-resouxces. -CEC-
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agrees in principle that substantidl capital expendituresito.:« ..
maintain oldexr plants :should be reviewed and: compared with.« . i
alternative investments in.new plants, but CEC: disagrees ~with 'DRA’s
judgment that the present Update schedule should: be jeopard;zed to
accommodate the SONGS 1 review. SR - SRS R
CEC is also concerned that Commission’denial of. the ..
SONGS 1 capital additions would ‘xemove SONGS . 1l from ERS0/ resource: .
forecasts, forecing relitigation of ERSOHassumptions=inwthe¢Update.t

Geothermal Resources. Assocxatmon (GRA) and
n nden 3 S

GRA and IEP support DRA‘s motion, arguing that the Update
is uniquely suited to consider SONGS 1 cost-effectiveness. ~GRA-and
IEP agree with DRA that the Update is devoted to long-run- xesource'
planning, in contrast to the GRC, which must review many-issues in
a limited time. GRA and IEP are-concerned with 'QF issues. They
point to previous Commission determinations to exclude QF issues”
from GRCs because they ¢clog already overcrowded. proceedxngs.

Towaxd UL Rate N ization

TURN supports DRA”s motion and reasoning. -
Riscussion - . - R o

' Should. Cnpmtnl Additions be Compared
With Other Altexmatives? | o
- We agree with CEC that major capital expenditures:-on @ ' -

aging power plants should be carefully ¢ompared with othex.: » i
alternatives. Edison’s own cost-effectiveness testimony provides -
such a comparison. ~ Edison’s c¢computer model ‘run "without" SONGS 1
allows the disgpatching model to select the resources: whmch would
replace SONGS 1 if it were taken out of service.

Should Edison Consider Qther SONGS 1 a;;g;gatgves

Edison’s testimony on SONGS 1 cost-effectiveness analyzes
only two scenarios: (1) SONGS 1 in'full operation at 70% capacity:
factor through 2004, and (12) SONGS.-1l retirement ‘at the end-of ‘fuel-
cycle 1l. "The Commission may wish to review other alternatives,
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such.as retirement.following cycle 12, .if the $125 millioncin v <=
capital costs planned for cycle 12 could be substantially-reduced.
We will not order such studles now, but we’remxndJEdLson~that other
operational alternatives may Be considered. ™ - FTEI
~Edison will also have to:clarify its determination of the
appropriate level of expenditure. for SONGS 1. For example; there
may be several options for modifying SONGS 1 to meet NRC. S
requirements.. Some of these .options may keep SONGS I in:service -
but rot restoxe it to its rated capacity, as Edison:cuxrently -~ =
proposes.- This is similar to the choice between refurbishing and' -
repowering an existing plant. It is the kind of p&ann;ngndecxs;on
that ICEM was created to analyzec .- ... . o 0 o oaalgnanie
Should the Review of SONGS 1 S Lo
.\ ital Additi n ¢ ?‘ L
. It is. important that the Commission develop a full recoxd
on the cost-effectiveness of the SONGS 1 capital additions. "~ The .
unit has operating characteristics that compel a careful review.
First, nuclear plants can be operated .only as pure base load. =
Aging-hydroelectric-plants. and, .to a lesser extent;, fossil fuel
plants can be operated in other than base load modes, .allowing
their useful lives to-be extended at reduced capacity factors. -
Early retixement of nuclear plant units thus differs from.the ..
reduced but continued usefulness of other generating plants.
Second, the costs of .operating nuclear plants near the end of their
useful .lives can be substantial. . The capital expenditures proposed
by Edison, along-with ratepayer .exposure to decommissioning and
spent fuel storage costs, are likely to be far larger than o -
corresponding costs for non-nuclear plants.. . WL L
. For these reasons, we disagree with Edison that an
accelerated schedule .for the review of SONGS 1 capital ‘additions. is!
necessary.  On the contrary, careful review is especially: ::u-: urw
important. More . .cautious litigation of cost-effectiveness issues. ..
may also allow the parties to -incorporate resource:assumptions:soon:
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t0 be adopted by the Commission in.the Update, :suchas ivaluation=of
air quality. benefits.: - o oo T o et L L DU en T
‘X8 the Update Sun.table for Rev:.ew Lo Dy
[+ N St— Lveness? S
.The purpose of the requested capital additions-does not
require moving.SONGS 1 issues to the:Update.: However, .we. agree &
with DRA that the Update is generally suitable for addressing the:
cost-effectiveness. of SONGS Ll because it is devoted to.xesource i
planning. We disagree that shifting:SONGS I issues from. :the ‘GRC to
the Update will substantially improve administrative efficiency. "
DRA’s claimed benefits (less duplication of effort, more effective"
participation by the parties, and consistency of analysis) may .
exist, but they are minimal. © 7ol 10w v onn oandd
Parties opposing DRA’S motion have objected that.
(1) the scope of the Update ‘does not presently include analysis of
existing resources, and (2) ICEM, as'presently used in the Update,
does .not analyze existing resources. .. BOth objectxons ared nn L
incorrect, as we discuss. below.‘”,u L SR R
Does the Scope of t gpgategxnclude Exﬂst;ng Resources?
. Consideration of s;gn;flcanxwuncerta;nties‘1swa-key»part‘
of resource planning. The Update has always recognized this. “(For
example, see D.86-07-004,.21 CPUC 2d. 340, 372.) DUtility planning :&
should take into account uncertainty about the continvedcost='. -
effectiveness of substantial utility xesources. &= @ Lo
. SONGS. 1. contributes. substantial enerqgy and: capacity to v
both Edison and SDG&E. = At a.minimun, Edison and-SDG&E ‘should :be .
requixed to perform sensitivity-analyses: on the impacts of- poss;ble~
retirement of SONGS 1 aftexr fuel cycle "Ll. . = .uom ool g anyeon
- An. issue: in the pending Phase .1B dec¢ision in the current
Update is how best to incorporate the consideration' of uncertainty:’
and strategic preference in the Updatefpro¢éssaiﬁMost~partiesyﬂf“?*i
including Edison and SDG&E, have supported continued explicit. =¢.
examination of uncertainty and strategic preferences in'.the -Update.:

P
.
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. .~Qux, ¢hodice of proceeding for. dealing with:SONGS 1 does
not depend  on the outcome. of Phase 1B. -~ThenSONGS:1l issue“hasv“%V%
arisen since-the:CEC’s adoptionnof. ERS0, . .but we cannot.ignore it:
simply because it .came too late fox.the:CEC’s.analysiseco oow iuals

The-Update  is perfectly -suited: to the kind~of.planning
decision that. SONGS 1l requires. ' The Update already'consxdersAall-‘
of Edison’s. and: SDG&E’s .resource:alternatives: as.required: foxr -
cost-effectiveness testing of SONGS: L. .  The Updateralsc:invelves ::.
the proper valuation of- environmental impacts.. : Through ICEM, the:
Update .can weigh the environmental’ .costs -and-benefits .of various:
resource choices. .This: is an important capability, because the "'
asserted beneficial impact of. SONGS 1 on~air quality.is. .a majox .
justification for Edison‘s proposed capital- lnvestments.w

Including SONGS 1 with other’ plannxng ‘Yssues TR’ the
Update. ensures . consistency among the:many variables thatigo into
resource planning. Consistency is always a. regulatory:goal; but.it’
is hard to achieve when resource planning .decisions take place at: "
different times in different forums. . S

We conclude that uncertainty regarding SONGS:! L justmfzes
analyzing its continued .cost=effectiveness in the Update. This ..~
conclusion does not depend on. whether some -‘aspect of:the il e
investments proposed foxr SONGS. 1 could or should:be:considexed . i =
deferrable by QFs. :That issue is.open. By definitiom, &.rxesource:
that already exists cannot be deferred or avoided by .anothexr iz
resource. However, the expansion or life extension .of .an. exmstznq
resource may be- deferxable. oo oo o vee e o e

We might find proposed mod;fxcatxons of an existing.:
resource. defexrable, and thus- subject to.competmtxve“bxdd;ngmby eloP
QFs, where among othex things: the resource operates: in base. load ox,
intermediate mode and the proposed modifications include .. . :~7uu
energy-related capital costs. - (See D.90~03-060, 36/ .CPUCH = i ~uo.w
2d -2, 45-46.)  Edison’s proposal- -for SONGS l .appears to meet both
conditions.
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Edison and SDG&E .claim that the proposed - investments
involve neither an'expansion nor a.life extension of7SONGS/ 17 If-*
the record. supports this claim, then no’aspect' of SONGS:'liwould be
considered deferrable. : However, our fundamentaliconcexrn: here.is to
see what Edison’s and SDG&E”s resource -plans would look like in the
event that continued operation of SONGS.l-is"found 'not. to-be.. = -
cost-effective. Without SONGS 1, ratepayers may benefit from- .
additional conservation programs, additional ‘power purchases, new-"
power plants,  increased output from existing plants,: ox some:
combination of these options. ICEM analysis can tell us both " .
whether SONGS- 1 should remain in service and what should replace ' ”
SONGS 1 if it is removed from service.: ‘ : el

Must ICEM Underxgo Significant

Adaptation to Review SONGS 17 ‘

Edison and the CEC suggest that current ICEM "rules" ' .
would have to be adapted substantially for ICEM to compare capital-
expenditures for an existing plant to other resource. optlons.--Weﬂ
disagree. R HARERRS
. ICEM'is now ouxr chief: (though.not only) . "
cost-cffectiveness planning tool 'for generation:resources.: We'
expect ICEM analysis to be performed:on‘any major proposed-power:
plant capital expenditure, regardless of ‘the proceeding in'which we
heaxr the proposal. Any problems:.whichimay exist with ICEM in~its
current form will confront us.whethexr we move: SONGS L to: the Upda‘t:e
or leave it in the GRC. I R R AR I sl

However, we see no major problem in ‘running ‘ICEM in its "
current form to analyze an existing.plant and: proposed ‘-
modifications to-that plant.  The heart:of ICEM.analysis. s’ ™t =t
production cost modeling. For each: "candidate™ resource, model .
runs are performed in pairs. ..One of the runs shows system:costs '
with the candidate included among the resources available to-the '
utility; the other shows system costs with the candidate ‘excluded. -

R B ST RO
ST




A.90=-12=-018 et al. ALJ/J../MSW/gab i~ ..- 1.

| _The)candidate-could be any-ofa.numbex-of things, such as

& new power plant, a plant. returned .to service,-'a repowered or
refurbished-plant, an aging plant currently in serxvice, oxr:purchase
of energy.from anothex utility. :'For. any of-these candidate; . ... ...
resources, ICEM will: - (1l).determine the impact on. system costs.of .
including it in the utility’s resource mix, -and, (2).compare it :to
other candidates.. The process involves .many medel xuns,:but that
will:be true of the Update:regardless: of whether SONGS 1 is added.
to the list of resources to-be examined.. . - . . o RS

. One aspect/of ICEM that may indeed. be ;napplxcable to- .
SONGS l,xs‘the‘so-called.?f;rstnyear test" by whxcthCEMudete:m;nes
optimal timing for a new resource. Various factors, such:as NRC- .-
requirements, may constrain SONGS 1 capital expenditures: to-r. & . -
conmence during the time between fuel ¢ycles 1l and-12....:Such
constraints--if  indeed they exist--mean simply that the, first-year-
test would not be run. They do not prevent ICEM: from detexmining- .
the cost-effectiveness of SONGS, 1 relative to.other options.:
Edison should make an appropriate showing -on how it determined
optimal timing for its proposed. investments in SONGS-Ll.:: .

. In shoxt, both the Update and the- ICEM are well-suited to
deal with the planning issues raised by the proposed modifications..
to SONGS X.. - - e, ¥ : C o

Axe- where Barxicxs to. Revxew of SONGS 1 Capltal
Add;;;onsk;n thc Updatc, the GRC, ox_an Appl;gatgon?

We -conclude: that there are no'sub°tantxal barrmers to
consideration of SONGS 1l issues either in. the GRC,: in. the-Update, .
or -ir:.a:new-application. We must base oux- cheoice of forum;on the
substantive. issues to be addressed, as.discussed- below.. Whether
the forum .is. the GRC, the Update,.or: a new application, a decision;
can be: issued early in .test year 1992.. No proceeding would result
in earlier @esOlULLON. . .: . oot e an on s lgmw b

WO DTN Y
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© We-must choose-the best forum:for.xesolution:of.issues -
within our jurisdiction which have'a. direct bearing: on. owr: i .
ratesetting - -function. 'The Update 'is.best. suited:to.review resource
planning-assumptions and alternatives. - We.choose to litigate . ni =
SONGS 1 issues in that proceeding. We .will grant DRA’s. mMOtiom.. ..
For administrative convenience'we will orxder Edison to:. .
file a separate application for SONGS' 1. capital additions;:then. . -
consolidate the application with the Update. ' This will allow-any
revenue requirement changes to. be adopted?infthemUpdate“7then
incorporated into the GRC test year-ox: attrition year revenue
xequ;rements ‘as necessary.f“T/ e R P SN TSR O
indings o act - A SR T SN S A AT RTINS
1. On- January 25, 1991 DRA: filed  a motion‘teo considex the . =
cost=effectiveness. of continued operation of 'SONGS: 1: in- the! Update:
proceeding rathex than in the GRC. v 0" oo o dow Dlnew fnes
2. 'Edison,; SDG&E, PG&E,- and CEC oppose-the motion. -riou il
- 3. GRA,’ IEP,-and TURN support the'motion. ... L l.ir ob
4. Edison does'not intend- that SONGS l:capital additions.. .~
during' fuel cycles 12 and: 13 will increase unit rated capacity or
extend unit lifetime beyond current plaas.. = o T dsiw :
5. Substantial capital expenditures to maintain aging .power
plants should be reviewed and compared wmth alternative/
investments, such as new plants or demand’side management.
~- 6.7 'SONGS 1 has operating- characteristics :that compel a
caxeful review of the cost-effectiveness:of capital additions. o
Accelerated review, as proposed by Edison, would. be.unreasonable..o
7.  Improvements 'in'administrative efficiency xresulting from
use of the Update to litigate SONGS 1. issues wowld be minimal. -
"'8. - The ‘effort necessary to study existing resources: imithe o
Update would not unreasonably compromise the schedule:for-that. .
proceeding.
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9. The:Update: is best suited-to review- resource: planning
assumptions and -alternatives. oot U v v cwd 0 anoned
Conclusions of Law CE e e L ey

1. DRA’s motion should be granted.. . - :buo ud”

2. Consideration of:SONGS 1. cost-effectiveness~inCthe Update
will not wviolate Public Utilities Code § 1708.

3. This oxder should be effective on the date signed because
Commission.review of SONGS 1 capital additions should commence

promptly.

: . .XNTERIM ORDER

A R

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The motion by the Division of Ratepayer Advocates to
consider the cost-effectiveness of continued operation of San
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Unit 1 (SONGS 1) in
Investigation 89-07-004, the Biennial Resource Planning Update
proceeding, is granted.

‘2. Consideration of the cost-effectiveness of capital
expenditures during SONGS 1 fuel cycles 12 and 13 is removed from
thig'application; The revenue requirement ultimately authorized in
this-application may incorporate any revenue requirement for
SONGS-- 1 fuel.bybleé 12 and 13 capital expenditures, ox for
alternate resodrces, authorized in Investigation 89~07-004.

3. Southern California Edison Company shall file an
application for authoxization to make capital expenditures during
SONGS 1 fuel cycles 12 and 13, and for recovery in base rates of
the revenue requirement associated with the capital additions. The
application shall be filed on‘or before May 31, 1991, or on any
other date as the presiding officer in Investigation 89-07-004 may
direct. The application shall be consolidated with Investigation
89-07-004.
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- 4. The Executive Director-shall cause copies:of~this.
decision to be served on all parties to these-proceedings: :and-to.:
Loy '___*""-‘-.,_:."_;u"'fj ‘”._'."‘;‘

A i

Investigation 85-07=004.
This order is effective:rtoday..m . o
Dated March 22,:1991, at San Francisc¢o,:CaliforniaZl

ORI

PATRICIA M. ECKERT ™" ="
President ..
G. MITCHELL WILK
JOHN B. OHANIAN
» awDANIEL WM. FESSLER
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Applicant: Stephan E. Pickett, Caxol B. Henningson, Exank A. C.
Nulgy,. Caxol A. Schmidt-Frazee, and Eugene E. Rodrigues,- .. -+ .. ‘0
Attorneys at Law, fox Southern California Edisqn:Companyy‘ .

Interested Parties: . Messrs. Atex, Wynne, Hewitt, Dodson & . ..
Skerxitt, by Mighael P. Alcantar, Attorney -at-Law, for ... .. ::
Cogenerxators of Southern Califorxnia; Baxbara Rarxkovich, Attorney
at Law, for Baxkovich & Yap; Patxick J. Bittner, Attorney at
Law, for California Energy Commission; Messrs. Jackson, Tufts,
Cole & Black, by William H. Booth, Attorney at Law, for
California Large Enexgy Consumers Association; Ravid
R.Branchcomb, for Henwood Energy Services; Mawrice Brubaker, for
Drazen, Brubaker & Associates; Messrs. Kronick, -Moscovitz,
Tiedemann & Girard, by John I. Bukey, Attorney at lLaw, for
School Committee to Reduce Utility Bills (SCRUB); Messrs. Mc
Craken, Byers & Martin, by DRavid J. Bvers, Attoxney at Law, for
Cities of Oxnard and Irvine; Messrs. Brobeck, Phleger &
Harxison, by Gordon E. Davis, Attorney at Law, for California
Manufacturers Association; Nancy I. Day, and David B. Follett,
Attorney at Law, for Southern California Gas Company; DRavid Di
Vixgilio, for Destec Energy, Inc.; Nancy W. Doyne, David R.
Clark, and wWilliam L. Reed, Attorneys at Law, for San Diego Gas
& Electric Company; Karen Edseon for KKE & Associates; Messrs.
Grueneich, Ellison & Schneider, by Barxy M. Epstein, Attorney at
Law, for California Department of General Services; Michel P.
Florio and Joe] R. Singex, Attorneys at Law, for Toward Utility
Rate Normalization (TURN); Sam De Frawi, for the Department of
the Navy; Nerman J. Furuta, Attorney at Law, for Federal
Executive Agencies; Messrs. Biddle & Hamilton, by Richard L.
Hamjilton, Attorney at Law, for Western Mobilhome Association;
Messxs. Ater, Wynne, Hewitt, Dodson & Skerrxitt, by Raul J.
Kaufman, Attorney at Law, for Kern River Cogeneration; Melissa
Metzlex foxr Barakat & Chamberlin; Karen N. Mills, Attorney at
Law, for California Farm Bureau Federation; Jeff Nahigian, for
JBS Enexgy, Inc.; Mike Nazemi foxr South Coast Air quality
Management District; John D. Quinley, for Cogeneration Service
Bureau; James A. Ross for Regulatory & Cogeneration Services:
Bartle Wells Associates, by Reed V. Schmidt, for California
City-County Street Light Association; RPonald W. Schoenbeck, for

Midway Sunset Cogeneration Company; Jan Smutny-Jones, for
Independent Energy Producers; Messrs. Downey, Brand, Seymour &

Rohwer, by Philip A. Stohr, and Ronald Liebert, Attorneys at
Law, for Industrial Users; Robexrt B. Weisenmjiller, for Morse,

Richaxd, Weisenmiller & Associates;
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Division of Ratecpayex Advocatcs- gth;een Magg ey and Jean Vieth,
Attorneys at Law, for the D;vxs;on of Ratepayer Advocates.
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State Service: Messrs Greve, Cl;fford, Dlepenbrock, & Paras, by
Mathew V. Bxady, Attorney at -Law, for Department of General-
Sexrvices; Paul W. Fagssingex, for Commission Advisory and
Complxance Division: Donna_Silvestre, for Commission’ Consumer™
Outreach Offlce, g;othx Ta x;g; for Publ;c Affairs Office. -
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