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, ,'rhis, decf~ion reducesauthoriz~drevel\Ues'related't(Y':th~, 
Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC) ',of so?ther.n 'c~fi£ornia Edison 
Company '(edis6n),by $53.l miliion~ ~he"deoision 'is also the 
vehicle to det~~iile tht3 revenue allocationand,tAtedesign for the 
lower rates 'from 'this ECACandri\te' adju8tni~nts lr6ni other ' , 
proceedings. ,The :tot~l·:tate iri.crE!aseto,~spread by this decision 
is $138.4 'million,£rorn the following proceedings. 

Bfl_aty of CUrrently Est.t.ated, Rate 'Changes 

proeeedlrig 

ECAC 
. ~'.' 

General Rate-Case' 
, ',1/' 

costot.capltal' .' 

palo verde unit 3 

Cool Water 

post-retir~ment 
Mnefit ' 

Total 

(Hlilions'ofooiiars) 

Reference 

Current pr6ceedihg " 
~ ~ ..' - . 

. A~ 90-12-018,' ,6. ~i-li..;07t 

Ai91-05-024 

0.86 .. 10-023 

D. 91~10-030 " 

1.90-07-037 • 
(Advice Iktter)· 

Effective, 
jan. iO,' 1992 

(53.3) " 

4S.3. , JJ " 
0.0 " 
',- . 

70.8 

26.3 

46.3 
'II.-~'~' - - - ~.' ~ ... 

139.4 -

Cost of capital is inoluded 6.91-12,,;,()76. ' 

This d~'i~loil adopts the Inc~~1ltental Er\ar#' Rat~'(IER) 
proposed by Edison, And Division of 'RAtepayer, Advocates (ORA)', 
mocllfied by the' serVice level eredi t recommended by the 
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C0geherators 6£ Southern California, of 8;908 Btu/kwh, arid an 
adopted c6st of gas of $2. 831)(MBtu.' 'The . Joint . Recomtneildatiotl of ," 
Edison and DRA is adopted; with the service level credit 

. ~itlcatiofi. Agricultural and pumping-rates are increased no mort3 
. than system aVerage percentage chan9E:! (SAPe) ar'ld'street-lighting and 
'large power rates are reduced without beii1g limited by a floor. 
All other rates are spread on the basis of equal percentageo£ . 
marginal Cb~t (EPKC). The nonbaseline to baselinerati6 is reduced 
by increasIng the baseline rate by 2.5iinore than the 'domestic 
average increase. A typical domestic bill will increase by about 
2.4% or·$L36. 

~hisdecision was. issued as a proposed Decision to which 
,the partiessubrnitted comments. Those "comments have been 
considered and chang~s have been made in response to those comments 
and a review of. the record. 

:i .. Backgrodnci 

Edison in this ECAC proceeding originally requested rateS 
~hich wouid result in a reVenue increase ~f $214.4 milli6fi bh~n 
ilnilual basis tor service rendered on and after Jailtlary- 20, 1~92.· 
Edison has also requested to consolidate its 1992 EeAC reveI)ue 
changes with rate changes being adopted in other proceedings, all 
to be made effective on January 20, 1992. The prop6s~ ECAC 
revenue. decrease is to be r~flected in changes to the Energy Cost 
'Adjust~J\t sil1ing Factors (ECABF),·the Electric Revenue Adjustment 
Billi1'\9 F~ctor (ERABF), th~ ),{ajor Additions Adjustment Billing' 
Factor' (MAABF), the Low Irtcome Surcharge (LIS), and base rates. 
Edis6nand DRA also recommend that the Commission adopt a"n annual 
average IER of 8,956 Btu/kWh for qualifying facility (OF) avoided 
cost'pricing. 
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'ihe original revenue increase was composed or th~ 
. folloWing components * 

ECABF 
ERABF 
MAABF 
LIS 
Base Rates 

Total 

($)012) 

140.8 
104.1 
(32.6, ) 
(11.8) 
13.9 

214.4 

,Edi~on also requested that the Commission find that! 
o Edison's fuel and energy-related costs .',' 

recorded in the ECAC balancing account from' 
April I, 1990 through March 31, 1991 were, 
reasonablet ' 

o The incentive amounts, calculated pursuant 
to the Nuclear unit IncentiVe Procedure, are 
reasonable; 

o Edison'S ekecution and administration of 
purchased power agreements with QFS during 
the record period a'nd the ass60iated pOwer ... , 
expenses ,recorded in the BCAC balancing ,", 
account for the period from April 1, 1990., 
through Karch 31 , 1991 are reasonablej and''-" 

o The ECAC change should be consolidated with 
ot~er pending rate, changes and made . " 
effective January 20, 1992. 

- ~ .~ ,- ~ 

At a prehearitlg conference the forecast phase of the 
proceeding was separated from the reasonableness issuesartd ~et, for 
hearirig. DRA's motion to incorporate marginal cost data 'from, 

, EditJ~n'. s Test Year 1992 GRC was granted. ' 
On August 9, Edison reduced its revenue request to a. 

$31 ~ 3 million annual increase and forecast an IBR ,of 8,847·' Btu/kWh. 
On August 28, DRA recommended that Edisonis revenue be 

ieduced $21 million annually and that an IER of 8,862 Btu/kWh be 
ad6pted • 
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Oil August .30 the CogenElrators of 'Southern .Califorilia­
(esc) recommended a decrease in ECABF revenue of $204 • .1 million 
using Edison's gas price assumptions and $285.2 million using ORA's 
gas price assumptions. esc's IER recommendation was 9,567 Btu/kWh 
using Edison's gas price assumptions and9 t 664 Btu/kWh using ORA's 
gas price assumptions, Edisonl ORAl and esc wete the only parties 
to submit an integrated assessment of forecast revenue requirem~nt 
and IER. 

Industrial Users (IU), california Large Energy eonBum~r8 
.Association (CLECA), Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN),the 
Federal Executive Agencies (FEA), and the california City.;.~oUnty 
street Light Association (Cal-SLA) all serVed testimony on or about 
August 29, 1991 primarily addressing revenue allocation and rate 
design issues. NOne of these parties contested the overall revenue 

change. 
Hearil'lgwas held before Administrative Law Judge Robert 

• 

Barnett. During 'Uie coUrse of the hearing, EdisOn and DRA' executed 
a Joint Recommendation (Attac~nt B) proposing an annualized • 
revenue- decrease 6f' $11.6 milli6nt an annuAl ~vetage IER of "8,856 
BtU/kWh; and the settlement or deferral of various other issues. 
Also during the hearing, esc submitted supplemental testimony 
recommending a revenue decrease of $149.5 ~illion and an IER of 
9,104 Btu/kWh. 

II. uncontested Issues 

A. ERAH, LIRA, IIAAC, and Base :Revenue Changes 
In the Joint Recommendation, Edison and DRA have reached 

the following agreement on the revenue requirements and present 
rate revenues associated with the ECADF, ERABF, MAABF, and LOW . , 
Income Ratepayer Assistance (LIRA) rate components. 
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EeABF 

ERABF 

MAABF 

LIRA 

BaSe 

Total 

SOutheri\ CallforniaEdison Coapany' 
Jailuary20 t 1992 EcAC Revenue' Cbange 

(Thousand of DOllars) 

Present 
Revenue Rate 

Reguirement ReVenues 
(1) (2) 

3,210,248 3,287,327 

176,975 60,222 

0 32,591 

(6,948) 5,841 

Ratesl / 0 Sl937 

ECAC 3,380,275 3,391,918 

'. . 
- - - ." 

ReVenue 
Change. 

(1)'- (:2) 

(3) 

(77,079) 

116//53 

(32,591) 

(12,789) 

(S ,93f) 

(11,643) 

1/ Reflects increased forecast 1992 base rate revenue 
attributable-to estimated sales during 1992 • 

The overall revenue change recommended by Edison andDRA 
itt this proceeding is a decrease of $11,6 million. The only rAtE! 
c6mpOttertt contested is the revenue requirement associated wfththe 

ECABF. 
Edison and DRA have also agreed that the ECABF, ERABF, 

and LIRA revenue changes should be subject to adjustment to refleot 
forecilst December 31, 1991 balanoing account balances based 6n the 
most recent recorded information available at the time ,the 
Commission issues its decision in this matter, No p_arty oppOsed 
these recommendations. Because this decision reflects the most 
cur~ent balancing account balancest the ECAC revenue decrease is 
$53.3 milli6n rather than $11.6 million. 
B. Energy Reliability Index 

Edison and ORA bOth recommended in the Joint 
Recommendation that the Commission adopt an Energy Reliability 
Index (ERI) of zero for the forecAst period. However, concurrently 
the Commission reviewed the lI.ethod used for calculating the ERI it\ 

- 6 -



"" . 
" "" 

'. .'.-

InVestigation (I.) 8~-07-004 (Bienhial ~esource plan UPdate (BRP'U) 
proceeding) and determined that Elti: sho\,!ld be 6.1 ·(D~oisi6n (D.) 
9}-11-057). "ORA and Edisonag'l'ee that their recommendad ECABF 
revenue change should be increased to reflect the impact 6f 
D.91-11';'057 01\ capacity payments to QFs wh6·secapaclty payment.s are 
dependent upon an ERr value. using an ERI of 0.1 Edlson/scapacity 
payments to QFs would increase by appro)(imately $1 million. 
c. 1992 TUrbine capaoity cOst 

Edison's proposed antnlalized ·combustion turbine capa'city 
cost for 1992 of $79.61 per kW should be adopted by the commission. 
No party opposed this recommendation. 
D. FUel Qil Inventory 

In the Joint Recommendation, Edison and DRA agreed that 
for the purpose of setting rates in this prOceedinCj, the 
recommended ECABF revenue requirement fotthe 1992 forecast period 
should reflect the forecast carrying costs associated with 5~O 
million· barrels of fuel oil inventory. No party oppOsed this 
recommendation. 

Edison and DRA also agreed In the Joint Recommendation On 
the ratemaking treatment of losses on sales of fuel oil "inverttory 
and that th~ carrying costs associated with fuel oil inventory in 
e~cess of 5.0 million barrels shOUld not ~ inoluded in the ECABF 
rate levels to be made effective January 20, 1992. 

E. Gas stora.ge 
Edison and DRA recommend that the commission adopt for 

the forecast period the Cjas storaqe inventory levels contained in 
the Joint Recommendation. No party 6pposedthis recommendation. 

III.' The Incre.ental Eriergy Rate (IER) 

The purpose of an ECAC proceeding is to enable a 
utility's rates to reflect chanqes in its fuel and purchased power 
expenses on an annual basis outside of the GRC cycle. A key 

" .. ~ 
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'component of the ca-iculation is the price paid for power solc;i t~ ,. 
the utility by QFs. hl 1978 the federal gove~ninent enacted the" 
PUblic utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA)l which 
requires elec'trio utilities to interconnect QFs to their grid ancl 
purchase all QF energy prOduction. We set the price based 6n 
avoided'cost prioing. 2 The IER is the pro~ for the utility 
system's efficiency in converting fuel int6 one kWh of elec-tricity 
and is Used to calculate payments to the Variable priced OFS3 

based on the cost of energy avoided by the utility receiving 
electricity from thOse QFS~ The actual payments to the QFs are 
calculated by multiplying the pOsted average gas price by the I~R 
fOr each kWh 6f QF energy received by the utility. 

The process to determine th~ IER involves hundreds of 
assumptions defining the resource mi~ and method of system 
operation to meet system load and reliability needs. These include 
forecasts of sales and load shapes_, purchased power ava.ilabiiity, 
fuel and purchased power prices, generating unit heat rates,.- , .. -, 
outages, and many more., These assumptions are th'en input, into' ~' 
production cost model (ELFIN in this case) and th~ results from.· 
running the model are used tor forecasting the resource lDhc, the 
IER, and an ECAt revenue requirement. The IER is calculatedtrom 
the difference between the mOdel simulation with a resource mi~ 

1 16 USCA 2601 et seq.; 16 USCA 824a.3t 18 CFR § 292.101 at seq. 
and especially § 292.364; see, PUblic utilities COde § 2801 et.~eq. 

2 Avoided cost pricing is mandat~d by the Federal Energy _ 
RegUlatory commission (FERC). (American paper Inst. v American 
Eleo. power (1983) 461 US 402, 76 L.Ed. 2d 22.) FERC may grant a 
waiVer of the avoided cost rule and OFs may negotiate individual 
contracts based on other prioingconcepts. 

3 variable priced QFs are those whose payments are bAsed 6n the 
IER and fuel prices. These QFs prOduce appro~imately 30\ of total 
OF production. The balance of OF prOduction is purchased by the 
utility through firm contracts entered into with other QFs • 
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inoluding variable priced QFs (QFs-in) and a mOdel simulati6n with' 
the variable priced QFs removed from it (QFs-out) •. In essence this 
measures the changing marginal/avoided costs of the system due to 
the presence of the variable pricedQFs4 

To calculate an IER and the EeAC revenue requirement on a 
forecasted basis requires the use of pr6duction cOst models able to 
simulate the expected results of operating the utility syst~m. 
While a number of models have been used, ELFIN has been required to 
be it benchmark model. It Was the mOdel used by ali parties to this 
proceeding_ As described above, the IER is calculated by 
performing two production cost model runs which simulat~ the 
operation of the utility's generating system. The first run, which 
is also used to forecast the resource mile and revenue requirement, 
inoludes ali Variable priced QFs in the resource mix. The second 
run is performed with all the variable priced QFs removed. The 
change between the production costs of those runs is then divided 
by the amount of energy delivered by the variable priced QFs to 
develop a cost per kWh avoided by the utility. This avoided cost 
rate is then divided by the cost of fuel used by the utilltyi s oil 
and gas-fired generation units to develop an IER expressed in 
Btu/kWh. The resulting IER is then used as a basis for.developing 
prices to varlable priced QFs for energy sold to Edison, as well as 
for forecasting Edison/s QF expenses in this ECAC. 

BecaUse the ECAC revenue reqUirement is' substantially 
subject to balancing account treatment, an error in the r.ivenue 
requirement forecast is subject to adjustment. There is, however, 
an incentive for Edison to forecast as accurately as possible to 
avoid swings in rates due to under- or overcolleotions in balanoing 
accounts. For QFs , however, the ne~d to forecast accurately is 
even more imperative. Anlmproperly high IER will translate irito 
excessive payments to QFs and higher costs to ratepayers, costs 
that are not subjeot to any reasonableness review. An improperly 
low IER will adversely affect qFs. 
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In 0.88-11-052 (29 CPUC 2d 566 at 596-597),: -we made,the ' 
COJDltlEmts regarding the calculation Of the IER't 

-The incre~ental energy rate is a somewhat 
artificial concept. It first arose in the 
negotiating conference that developed the 
interim standard Offer Number 4 as a way of 
relating forecasted fossil fuel prices to the 
utility system's Darginal"enerqy costs. A 
utility's marqinal cost of, generating energy 
(expressed in cents per kWh) is a combination 
of the price it pays for fu~l (stated in . 
$/HMBtU) and the system's efficiency in --
converting that fuel into kilowatt-hoursi The 
IER, as a measure of the system's incremental 
efficiency in making this conversion, is 
therefore eXpressed in Btu/kWh.- -

* * * 
-The IER is often and understandably confused, 
with the incremental heat rate, or IHR. The IHR 
is typically used to eXpress the incremental -
efficiency of an individual generating unit, ' 
and measures the unit's efficiency in prooucing' 
one more kWh. A unit's IHR will Vary with . -­
changes in the generation it produces, and most 
generating units are designed to operate most, 
efficiently within a certain range. Ref~~lnlce's' 
to a system's IHR usually refer to the IHR of, 
the last unit dispatched to meet load. The IHR 
is also expressed in Btu/kWh.-

To properly understand the IER and the interest of the 
parties who litigated the IER issues One must understand th~ IER 
formula and its implications. We haVe described it abOVe, but it 
is clearest when set forth algebraically: 

IOF-out $/kWb> - (OF-in $/kWb) 
Gas Price $/Btu = IER 

The first conclusion to be drawn from the formui'a is that 
the IER, which is the basis for determining the payment made bY the 
utility to the QF for electricity, has no relationship to the OFsl 
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costs to produce a kilowattot electricity. OF costs are 
ii~eievant. Second, in the' OF-out computation, if any 6f t~ecosts 
Of production are increased (such as ecortomy energy, as the'QFs 
contend is proper) the IER rises. ThiX'd, i'nthe OF-in computation, 
if any oltha costs of production are decreased (such as 
dispatching units, as the QFs contend-is proper) the lER rises. 
Many of the operations forecast in ELFIN affect the IER. lnthis 
proceeding all changes sought by the OFS would increase the IER. 
Orice the IER is forecast for the test yeaX' it does not change, and 
all variable priced OF payments ilX'e based on that IER. TheQFS 
benefit fr6m it high IER and have revenue reduced by a low IER. The 
utility, however, is indiffer~nt because its lER payment, whe'ther 
high or lOw, is part of 1t8,c05ts recovered fX'om the ratepayers in 
a balancing account. The fundamental theory underpinning payments 
to QFs, including those dependent on lERs, is to peg that 
compensation to the costs th~ utility aVOids incurring by not 

• 

producing th6s~ kwh itself. When the costs 6f the utility in 
producing energy J including its costs at ,the mArgin, are'reduced, • 
the payments to variable priced QFs are also reduced. eSc 
estimates that the difference between its IER recommendation and 
the Edison/D'RA Joint Recommendation is $16 million., esc would 
irtcX'ease payments by $5 million from the present IER -and Edison/DRA 
would decrease payments by $11 million from the present IER. 

The controversy in this proceeding is almost entirely 
concerned with the factors that comprise the utility's costs in 
determining the IER. We estimate that-eO' of the time to' prepare 
for this hearing and 80% of the time in hearing was consum~d by the 
IER issue. If OPs weX'e paid for elect:d.city at a market price, no 
time would be taken on the issue and the public would know the 
price was reasonable. We recognize, howeverJ that at present the 
market for OF power is limited primarily to public utilities. In 
0.89-11-052 we said -the incremental energy rate is a somewhat 
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artifiolcH concept. - After three more years of ekperiencewittl the 
concept, we can safely strike the word -somewhat- and substitute 
-totally.-
A.Gas Price 

Gas has been and will continue to be the marqinalfuel 
for Edison's own electric qeneratiol'l and the fuel for a significant 
number of QFs. It is also a major inde>c aqainst which other tuel· 
and energy prices are measured. For most of th~ parties that have 
provided testimony in the revenue allocation area, their primary, 
if not sole, concern was with the manner in which gas prices were 
to be computed because the leVel 01 the various gas price 
components, when used in conjunction with marginal cost data 
already established, will have a significant effect on the actual . 
revenue levels attributed to each customer olass. 

In the area of IER development and determination of the 
ECAC revenue requirement, the significance of the price of gas is 
perhaps even greater. It is a component of the overall revenue 
requirement in the most basic sense because that revenue 
requirement reflects Edison's overall forecasted fuel bill, amonq 
other things. However, its effect on the broader questi6ns· 
inVolved in modeling the forecasted operation of the Edison system 
is as critical. The pric~ of gas affects Edison's economio 
dispatch priority_ To the e~ent it reflects Edison's marginal 
fUel, it affects what Edison pays for purchased pOwer. It is also 
a significant cost component in developinq Edison's OF expenses • 
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DRA's and Edison's Joint Recommendation on gas price 
components iss 

california/Arizona Border pric6 
Variable Intrastate price 

subt6tal 
Other Intrastate costs 

Total Socal cost 
other deliveries 
Deliveries from all suppliers 

S/HHBtu 
1.89 
0.30 
2.19 
QJJJ. 
2.89 
2.60 
2.83 

The witness for lU, supported by CLECA, recommended that 
the marginal cost of gas should be $2.29, consisting of a border 
price ot $1.99 and an intrastate transportation price of $.30. He 
ackn6wledged that he did not inolude ~ll of the intrastate costs 
Edison would pay to southern california Gas company (SOCal) under 
their service contract (such as demand charges) and explained that 
the utility's objective in the context afthe new transportation 
options should be to achieve the least costly transportation in 
reference to its marginal or swing supplies ot gas. Refleoting 
that premise, he recommended a gas cost of $2.29 which assumes 
Edison can arrange intrastate transportation for its marginal gas 
supplies under the lower commodity rate assigned to service 
Ikvels 4 and 5 under the Edison-socal transportation agreement. 

We agree that a utility should attempt to achieve the 
least costly transportation, but to forecast it we cannot omit to 
consider costs which the utility will incur. we cannot eli.inate 
the demand and other transportation costs, as IU did. iUls 
argument was considered and rejeoted in previous commission 
proceedings, the last one being Edison's ECAC D.90-01-048 at p. 17 
where we fOund lU'S argument -to be unpersuasive.· we remain 
unpersuaded. We will adopt $2.83 as the cost of gas to be used for 
all purposes in this proceeding. 

• 

• 
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In accordance with the new rules for gas procurem~nt ~ . 
. which went·· into effect on August 1, 1991 Edison received it~ 
service level allocation from SoCal which permits Eclison to buy. 73% 
Of its gas in service Level 2/3 (which exceeds the nomincH ceiling 
of 65% in the procurement decision, 0.90-09-089 et al.),. andth~ 
remainder in Service Level 4/5. Because of the higher leve-lo! 
service (I.e., reliability of delivery) of Service Level 2/3, 
Edison will pay a premium of $0.12 per MMBtul Edison will recelvea 
credit for its purchases in serVice Level 4/5 •. 

In the ORA/Edison Joint Rec6nunendation the rate for 
service Level 2/3 reflects a net effect ot$0.69 per HKBtu, which 
is the $0.12 service Level 2/3 surcharge less·~ forecast of $0.07 . 
credit for SerVice Level 4/5 •. In its testimony, CSC has argUed'. 
that this credit should be $0.148, given its reptesentAti6ns 6~the 
actual volume aliOcations. In 0.91~i2-075, the Southern california 
Gas' company Biennial Cost Allocation Proceeding, the Commission'· ,.: 
adopted a service level credit of $0.17 per HKBtu. We take 
official notice of that decision. As CSC/s for~cast isci6ser to 
that which we so recently adopted, we will Adopt .CSC' s $0.148'· 
forecast for the service level credit. 
·C. Cool water Intrastate Gas TransPOrtation Costs 

CSC believes that Edlson/DRA have. incorrectly fOrecast 
intrastate gas transportation costs associated with pacific Gas and 
Electric Company's (PG&E) service to Edison's Cool Water generating 
units using the average cost of gas transportation provided by·· 
sOCal. csc claims that this fOrecast is inc6nsistent withth~ 
Commission-approved pricing structure for coOl Water transportation 
service adopted in 0.91-05-029, PG&E's most recent costall6cation 
proceeding. CSC has corrected this error by reflecting the 
Commission-approved pricing structure tor these volUmes, which 
results in a $4.7 million revenue reduction • 
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EdisOn succinctly replies' that the ,gas" price contaiJ\ed in 
the Joint Recommendation was·the result of compromise.kriOwing that 
variouscofllponentsof the gas price could go up ordOwrl given the 
market uncertainty that exists t6day. We agree with Ed-ison. The 
average price of gas contained in the Joint Recommendation is 
rea.sonableand shOuld be adopted loIlthout the mOdifications for Cool 
Water gas transportation costs suggested by eSc. 
o. Forecast of OP Production 

• 

A major consideration in determining the resource 
operations necessary to meet forecast periOd demand and the major 
determinant of revenue requirement differences between DRA/Edison 
and esc is the forecasted production of OFs. pUrsuant to PURPA and 
various implementing deeisionsaf this COJiunission, utilities such 
as Edison are obliqated t6 purchase all 6£ the quaiifyln9 . 
production of QFS. The more QFproduction that exists in the 
forecast period, the less Edison will be called upOn to produce 
from its own generation system '6r a.eqll.1re' frOm other s6urces. DRA' 
and Edison recommend adoption 6£ a forecast periooQF total energy • 
production of 2?,760 giqawatt hours (gNh). csC recommends 25,670 
gwh. The impact 6f differences on this issue alo'ne on the IER'ls 

140 Btu/kWh, 
To develop this recommendation an extensive review was , ' . 

undertaken of. historical production by OFS. Data was supplied by 
Edison which provided historical prOduction of each individual OF, 
grouped by technology type, e.g., cogeneration, geothermal, wind, 
solar. Edison conducted a surVey Of each QF which sought a wide 
range 6£ information, of which a pOrtion was directed to the OF's 
anticipated production in 1992 and an explanation of any particular 
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factors'that infiuenced tliat f6recastor shed iightonanoma'liasln 
recorded information.· This survey is the prOdubt of acomin!ss16ri 
directive for DRA and Edison to consult on a surVey approach lor' 
forecasted QF information. (0.88-09-031, 29 cPuc 2d 314 at 

, , 

336-331.) DRA was provided a C(ip¥ of each survey form returned. 
In addition to hist6rlc,altrend data, DRA and Edison both 

, . 
used the figures in the survey responses as the most reasonable .. 
expectation fOr 1992 prOduction. An e>Camination of the historical 
l.nformation shows that both the technologY and individual QFsAte 
maturing in their eXperience. Thus, DRA/Edison contend it is not 
UnUsual,. to see upward trends, perhaps with some departures, 
indicative of that experience. This is in contrast to matured' 
technolO<}ies where capacity or aVailability factors remain 
reasonabiy constant from year t6year. The data indicates tha~in 
recent years recorded prOduction has consistently been e)(ceeding 
forecasted. 

Only esc filed testimonY in disagreement with the 
DRA/Edison recommendation: The california cogeneration counoll:. . . 

(eeC) supports esc and makes essentially the same arguments. esc 
asserts that in forecasting the amount of purcliases Edison' will'··· 
make from QFs during the forecast period, the capaoity faotors for 
the various QF technologies should be based on the averageoi the .' 
most recent five years of record~d data. In its opinion the five­
year rolling average of recorded data provides the most reliable 
estimate Of the capacity factors tor the various QF technoioqies in 
the forecast period. This methOd of determining OF technolO<JY. ". 
capaoity factors will provide a more reasonable forecast of 
Edison's 1992 PURPA purchases. 

esc contends that the Edis6n/DRA estimates of QF capaoity 
factors by technology are based allnost exclusively on inaccur~te, 
inconsistent, and erroneous rt!sponses to OF surveys. Edison/ORA's 
assertion that OF technologies in general eXhibit a trend toward­
higher capacity factors is not supported by the historical 
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• operating data tor these facilities. Furthermore,. the responsest6 
the <Wsurveys and the Edison-sponsored site eval\1ati6ns of 
selected responding OFs show that the survey responses cannot be 

·relied upon in estimatinq the iikely performance of the QF 
technOlogies. Therefore, in csc/sopinion, the commission should 
raj ect -Edisc)o/ DRA' s t lawed estimates of OF capacity factors. 

csc argues that a number of factors can cause swings in 
the capacitY factor for any of the OF subcategories. Thesefactors 
include: (1) the timing of plants cominq on-line at various points 
during a given month; (2) weather variations affecting solar, wind, 
and hydro facilities; (3) forced outages; (4) technolOgical 
improvements; and (5) operator eXperience. of these factors, 
weather conditions, forced outages, and problems determining on-
line dates are diffiCUlt, if not impossible, to predict. Itclaims 
that using an average of historical data compensates for these 
unpredictable occurrences. FOr this reason,-historicai operation 
based on several. years 'of per~ormance is freqUen~lY usedtoprOje~t. 
future aVailability. csc points out that DRA used historical data _ 
to predict QF capacity factors in Edison's last ECAC proceeding. 
This recoqnized practice of using the five-year average of ree:orded 
data is also consistent with Edison's method of estimatinq th~ 
performance of its own generating units and in projectinq f~ture 
availability 6t economy energy. 

we will adopt the DRA/Edison forecast. we aqree that QF 
electrio production is a maturinq technolOgy Which over the last 
five years has shown increases in output caUsed by improved 
equipment and mOre eXperienced operators. In this instance a trend 
Which refleots this maturation process is a more reliabi~in~icator 
than a historical average which would prediot a forecast lower than 
recent recorded experience. There are many instances wh~n u·sing 
averages 1s the'proper method of forecasting. certainly when data 
appear to be relatively consistent from year to year moving within 
certain expeoted limits, when considering a mature plant, or when 
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the cycles are obvious, using a historical average would be 
appropriate. But when the numbers show a trend, as in this case,a 
trend should be used. 

eSc complains 'that the Edison/ORA approach to estimating 
1992 capacity factors for the various Q'F technologies places great 
weight on responses to Edison's OF surveys. It says the estimAted 
1992 capAcity factors for the eight petroleum-r~lated OF 
subcategories are taken directly, without modification, froa the, 
survey responses provided by the eight petroleum-related QF 
projects. These eight projects alone provide approximately 38\ of 

. the projected QF energy prOduction in the Edison/ORA pr6posal. 
We dO not Understand esc's complaint. we see nothine) 

Wrong with asking a QF to predict its prOduction for a forecast 
year. Who better would know? And when that forecast confirms 
independent data, we have more, rather than less, c6nfidEmcelnthe 
forecast. ORA convincingly points out that these eight; QFs ",hose 
forecAsts ese so vooiferousiy denigrates are all esc clients. 
E. Econo_y Energy Pricing 

Economy energy plays an important role in the EdIson ' 
forecasted resource mix. ' For the forecast period, Edison and ORA 
are jointly recommending aforecAsteel amount of, economy energy" 6f 
approximatelY 4,663 gWh'. This amount constitutes about 5." of the 
total forecasted resource mix. No party has voiced a difference of 
opinion regarding economy energy availability. The dispute between 
Edison, ORA, and esc relates to the method used to model economy 
energy in order to calculate economy energy prices. 

1. Position Of Edison and DBA 
Edison and ORA in the Joint Recommendation calculate 

economy energy pric~s based on multiplying gas dispatch cOsts, 
monthly incremental heat rates, and historical price ratios to 
determine a monthly energy price. They are in agreement as to the 
components and methodolOgy used to calcuiate economy energy prices. 
The components include agreement onl 
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a. Gas dispatch prices. 

b. 1989-1990 historical incremental heat 
rates. 

c. Five.-year(1986-1990) historical weighted 
averaqe price ratios. These price ratios 
reflect arelatioilship between Edisoi'l's 
conVentional gasloil costs compared to the 
prices paid for economy ~ner9Y during this 
five-year period. 

d. calculated seller's cost based on SERAM il 
input data set escalation rates. This 
bOunded the calculated economy energy price 
on the lower end to the seller's cost. 

e. Economy en~r9Y prices which are the same in 
the QFs-in and QFs-6ut cases. 

Edison's witness testified that because of· lower 
forecasted gas prices, a floor mechanism is needed to ensure that 

• 

. monthly economy energy prices in the mOdel do not fall belOW the 
seller's incremental cost. Therefore, the escalated cost of the • 
suppliers was established based on ~ SERAN II input data set which 
forecast the e~ected cost of coal-based energy during 1992. 
EdisoJi's and ORA's price ratios compare economy energy prices to 
the cost of conventional gas and. oil generation for the periOd 1986 
to 1990. These price ratios are appropriate because they reflect 
the Edison system resource mix as it occurred, which includes all 
economy energy purchases. 

Edison says the intent of the price ratios is to 
correlate by time period the cost of economy energy t6 Edison's 
conventional gas/oil-fired units' decr~lIlental cost of generation. 
Edison claims that esc's mOdification ot Edison's price ratios by 
taking price ratios that are correlated to Edison's gas/oil costs 
and multiplying them by the coal escalation rates derived fro. the 
SERAN Ii input data base mixes apples and oranges. This changes 
the historical price ratios and provides no 109ical basis for 
forecasting economy energy prices. CSC's approach does not 
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properly replicate tho operation of the Edison system in ELFiN • 
.. Most importantly, Edison states that ese has Ihappr6priat~iy 

. mOde\ed economy energy prices differently in the QFs-6ut rurias 
compared to the QFs-in run when, in tact, there is nO justificatIon 
to·do so. This has the effect 'of unreasonablY increasinq the 1m. 

esc made a number of fundamental errors in it~ forecast 
of economy energy pr ice's i in Edison I s opinion. esc agreed that the 
marginal costs utiliz~d in the development of the historical price 
ratios reflected a resource mi~ which included economyenerqy •. 
HoweVer, esc inappropritltely removed all economy energy from the 
resource mix 1n deter~ininq the ELFIN Edison marginal cost to price 
economy energy. This assumption is inconsistent with the data upon 
whichtha price ratios wetedeveloped which included economy energy 
in the resource mi~. TO implY that economy energy prices should. be . 
based on Edison marginal costs absent economy energy purchases is 
absurd, according to Edison~ 

In addition, esc utilized the total thermal marginal cost 
from ELFIN to determine ec6nomyenergy prices rather than using 
only the conventional gas/oil resources. This method is 

. inconsistent w1th the deVelopment of theeconoJllY energy price 
ratios which are based solely on conventional gas/oil resources. 
This increases the cost differential between the QFs-in aildQFs-out 
case because coal resources are on the margin in the QFs~in case 
but are not in the QFs-otit case, and coal resources are less 
expensive than gas/6il resources, 

Edison belieVes esc's economy energy prices in theQ~s~in 
case are below the supplier's cost ofqeneration about 40' of the 
time when compared to Edison's evaluation ot supplier's cost. esc 
argUes that supplier; s costs have been taken into account·· ba~ed on 
escalatinqthe historical price ratios. However, becaus~ esc has 
not replicated system operation in ELFIN to determine marginal 
costs, Edison olaims these prices are artificially low due to 
utilizing total thermal marginal costs derived from esc's ELFIN 
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simulation, thereby to-wering the costs in the QF-in run. ilRA and 
Edison instead used floOr prices to relate-economy energy prices on 
the lower end to the supplier's cost of generation._ 

Edison is_very concerned about the significant difference 
between the modeling used in-the Joint-Recommendation and esc's 
modeling in regard to the issue of economy energy prices in the 
QFs-out run as compared to the QFs-in run. The Joint 
Recommendation mOdels economy energy as having the same price in 
bOth runs, whereas esc has modeled economy energy as being more 
costlY in the QFs-outrun than in the QFs-in run. In the case of 
economy energy, eSc hypothesizes that, were variable-pricedQFS not 
to e~ist, the economy energy prices that Edison would pay would be 

higher. in Edison's view, however, by increasing the price of all 
economy energy in the QFs-out run, esc seeks to incorporate 
-indirect feedback effects. from the national economy as a whole 

- .-

• 

back into the calculation of the IER. An -indirect feedback 
effect- is a situation in which a change in OF prOduction impacts 
allot-her market which in turn affects Edison's costs. The direct • 
effect of esc's high~r economy energy prices-in the QFs-out run is 

to increase the IER. 
Edison says there are practical reasons why indirect 

feedback effects should not be incorporated into th~ calculation of 
the IER. First, the estimation of the magnitude ofthaee effects 
is inherently imprecise and subjeotive and can be greatly 
overstated, as esc has done in the case of economy energy. second, 
there are potentially many markets that may affect the costs of the 
utility through an indireot mechanism. It would be burdensome to 
exhaustivelY identify each market and then quantity for each market 
the indirect impact on the utility's cost if QF-S did not exist. 

Edison gives other e~amples, besides ~conomy energy, of 
indirect feedback effects. Any commodity that is purchased by the 
utility whose price could change if OFs did not e~ist is an e~ample 
of an indirect feedback effect. One e~ample proffered by EdisOn is 
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equipment supply. If the price Of equipment that Edison purchases 
in order to produce electricity is different than it would be ft· 
QFs did not e~ist, thEHl the equipment supply market would i:Jhow an 
indirect feedback effect. If indirect feedback effects should be 
considered in the IER calculation, then all such e~amples, no·t just 
the economy energy and equipment supply e~amples, should be 
quantified and included in the IER calculation. Adoption 6fthe 
principle of considering indirect feedback effects in the IER 
calculation is not practical and cannot be accuratelY mOdeled using 
ELFIN. 

Edison contends that the principle of incorporating 
indirect feedback effects into the calculation ot the IER should be 
r~jected by the commission oil conceptual grounds as well. Such a.. 
policy, if adopted and it applied to economy energy or other·'-· 
markets, will result in an inefficient allocation of resource . 
production between OFf; and the utility, and eventually iit lilghe:r 
rates charged to ratepayers. This is because inc6rporatinq , 
indirect feedback effects results in the price paid to OFs 
exceeding the marginal cost of the utiiity. 

ORA distinguishes D.aS-l1-0S2 (29 CPUC 2d 566 at 601-662) 
in regard to the use of seed runs. First, as far as DRA is aware/· 
this commission has never previously been presented with the" same 
seed run methodology that esc proposes iti this case. second,· the 
seed runs Which esc contends the commission adopted in D~&8-11-652 
had characteristics which differ iro. CSC's proposed seed runs. " 
They did not remove economy energy trom the runs, and they applied 
only to PG&E. 

DRA says that in terms of economy energy purchas's, Pc'E 
is very different from Edison. PG&E is effeotively confined to ·a 
single market for economy energy, the Paoifio Northwest. Edison 
actively partioipates in both Paoifio Northwest and padifio 
Southwest markets, pius the California market. (see, e.g., 
D.9L-oS-028 at 56, ~~) The contention of esc is that the seed 
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run is'nec~ssary to. "refleot the impact 'that the removal ofQFs 
from Edison's system would have on the price of economy energy.· 
HOWever, the esc approach goes beyond that. esc removes all 
economy energy and then does a QF-in and OF-out run. This requires 
tha Edison system to operate in such a mann~r to replace nearly 17\ 
of its total resource energy requirements. The assumption inher~nt 
in this method is that this total replacement of QFs and ec~ri6mY 
energy will be by the additional use of Edison's e~isting thermal 
resources. This, in ORA's opinion, is nOnsense. 

2. position of esc 

, . 

• 

esc does not dispute Edison/ORA's forecast of the amount 
of economy energy aVailable to. Edison during the forecast period. 
However, it vigorously disputes the proper method for determiiHng 
econ6my energy prices fOr the forecast period. It contends this 
issue is significant not only because it affects the revenue 
requirement and IER during the fbrecastperiOcl, but also beca~se 
csc is calling upon the commission to. reaffirm prior preced.ent 
directing modelers to use the seed run methOdOlogy in f6recastinq 
economy energy prices. • 

esc believes there are two fundamental flaws with the 
manner in which Edison/ORA have forecast the price of economy 
energy in both the QF-in and QF-out runs ot the ELFIN model •. ' 
First, while the parties agree that economy energy prices bear a 
direot relationship to bOth Edison's decremEmtal co.sts and the 
selling utilities' cost of generation, esc asserts that Edison/ORA 
base their estimates of Edison's system decremental costs and the 
seiling utilities' generation costs on outdated cost inform~tion, 
instead of escalating these costs to refleot the forecast period. 
second., esc asserts the Edison/ORA prioinq methodology fails to' 
capture the eXpected reactions, of the selling utiiitieo to 
variations in Edison's system costs caused by chanqes in EdisOn's 
resource mix. 
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esc argues that the Edison/DRA economy enerqy prioing 
methOdologY should be rejeoted beoause EdisOn/ORA derive their _ 
prioing ratios based on outdated historioal incremental generating 
cost information for bOth the selling utilities and Edison, rather 
than employing 1992 generation cost forecasts. The EdisOn/DRA 
failure to escalate the historical data supporting the seller's' 
generation costs and Edison's system decremental costs forced 
Edison/ORA to adopt a floor price mechanism because the ELFIN mOdel 
was predicting economy energy prices which were simply too lotii'­
esc maintains that EdiSOn's use Of an average of historical cost 
information frOm 1986 through 1990, instead of forecast 1992 costs, 
resulted in economy energy price predictions which in some 
instances are on the floor 6 out Of 12 months for on-peak 
transactions and 8 out of 12 months for off-peak transactions-. 

esc corrected these alleged failures by (1) determining 
price ratios between economy ertergy prices and Edison's syst~m 
decrementalc6st using it forecast ot EdisOn's 1992 system 
generation ,costs derived trom the ELFIN model; and (2) determining 
the selling utilities' 1992 generation costs for economy energy 
using escalation factors contained in the SERAK II data tiles'. In 
CSC's opinion, this economy energy pricing methodology ensures that 
the historical relationship between economy energy prices, Edison's 
decremental costs, and the selling utilities' costs of qeneration 
are all based on properly escalated 1992 forecast generation costs. 
This method provid~s a system for estimating economy energy prices 
in the forecast period based on the historical rel~tionship between 
these three factors without having to rely on subjective floor· 
prices. 

esc deolares that the seed run methodology allows the 
ELFIN model to prediot the Edison marginal cost that is applied to 
the updated price ratios used to determine the price of economy 
energy in the forecast p~riod. The produot of the seed run 
marginal cost and the prioing ratios is the price for economy 
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transactions in 1992. FUrthermore, the seed run is also performed 
in the QF~out run in order to reflect the reaction of selling 
utU.Tties to the effect that the remoVal of significant am·Ounts of 
vai'iably priced OF energy would have on Edison's system decre~~rital 
costs. This method causes the price of economy energy to be higher 
in the QP-out run than in the OF-in run. 

csc argues that commission precedent supports the Use of 
the seed run methodology for forecasting economy energy prices. In 
O.S8-11-052, the commission adopted the seed run methodoiogy .for: 
forecasting economy energy prices for PG'E. (0.88-11-052, at 38.) 
In that decision, the commission stated: 

-The seed run chooses between Northwest 
[economy) p()wer purchases and incremental 
conventional generation on an economic basis. 
The saed run thus provides more refined 
approximations of the incremental fossil 
generation costs.- .I!L. (Emphasis added.) 

~ 

FUrthermore, csc points out that the commission recognized that 
seed runs should be performed in bOth the OF-in and OF-out runs. ~ 
Id. at 65. Rejecting PG&E's attempt to hardwire fiXed economy 
energy prices in the OF-out run, the Commission concluded that "the 
price of Northwest (economy) power should be permitted t6 vary in 
the QFs-out run.- ~ at 66. The commission eXplained thatt 

-A separate seed run for the OF-out case will 
simulate the expected reaction ot Northwest . 
(economy) sellers to the hypothetical loss of 
variably priced power froD QFs and PG'E's 
consequent greater reliance on thermal 
gen~ration. ThUs, POdelers should do a 
separate seed run to determine the price ot 
Northwest (economy) power in the OFs-out case 
for 19$9,- ~ (Emphasis added.) . 

CSC contends that these same modeling prinoiples are 
applicable to the forecast of economy energy prices for Ed~s6n 
during the ECAcperiod. Edison/ORA allow economy energy prices to 
vary in the OF-in run based upon historical relationships between 
economy energy prices and Edison's 1989-1990 system deorementai 
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cost, but hold economy energy prices constant in the QF~out run~ 
esc ~ays the Commission has found that, contrary to EdisonlDRA'i~ 
assertions, sellers 6f economy erterqy would react to the removal', 'of 
variably priced QF power from a utility's system bY raising th'elr 
prices in relation to the increased system decremental costs Of the 
pUrchasing utility and that such changes should be reflected in IER 
modeling. (0.88-11-052 at 66.) esc urges the Commission to 
reaffirm the use of the seed run methodol6gy in this proceedirtg. 
It olaims there is absolutely no reason that the economio 
principles underlying the adoption of this modeling principle in 
0.88-11-052 should not be applied to this proceeding. 

3. Discussion 
The Joint Recommendation process for determining eco~omy 

energy prices is reasonable and will be adopted. The prices vere 
based on historical ratios and accounted for the forecast drop in 
gas prices by adopting a floor price mechanisJll to assure that " 
economy energy prices in the ELFIN mOdel would not be forecast at 
less than the seller's incremental cost. By using a 1992 coal 
price forecast in computing the price, the Joint Recommendation 
allowed for seller's increased costs. esc's escalation of price 
ratios fundamentally changes the ratios such that there is no 
corie'lat!on to historical relationships and provides no lOgical 
basis for forecastinq economy energy prices. 

In the QFs-ln run, esc's economy energy price mechanism 
allows the cost of economy energy to seek its own leVel even though 
esc's forecast of these costs is below the suppliers' cost of 
generation. This result has the effect of minimizing economy 
energy prices in the QFs-in run, despite the escalated price 
ratios, thereby inoreasing the IER. 

esc's procedure which removes all economy energy fro-the 
resource mi~ to forecast the price of econoJllY energy in ELr.DW is 
wrong. That method has no relation to how Edison, or any utility, 
operates its system. The interconneoted marketplace normally has 
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sUr-phis energy to market as a resUlt of utility load and resource 
diversity. When Edison purchases economy energy the system 
incremental cost at that time is used as an input in making the 
purchase decision. other economy purchases are not remov~d trom 
the equAtt6n to determine Edison's incremental costs or the cost 
that Edison would be willing to pay. ELFIN shoUld try to l'eplicate 
the real world to the extent possible; esc's method does not. 

esc has e~cluded economy energy availability in the 
QFs-out run. This unjustifiably increases the ELFIN marginal cost 
output due to additional gas generation and thus maximizes the 
price of economy energy in the QFs-out run. Thus, esc's 
methodology results in maximizing the differential dolla-rs between 
the QFs-in and QFs-out runs, thereby increasing the IER. 

The same economy energy prices should be used in ELFIN 
for both the QF-in run and the QF-out run. There should be no 
escalation of economy energy prices in the QF-out run. esc's 

• 

arqument to the contrary is not persuasive. esc asserts that we • 
authorized the escalation in D.88-11-052 (~, 29 epue 2d 566, 
601). In our opinion D.88-11-052 does not control. First,-in PG&E 
we only considered the treatment of Northwest economy energy; 
Edison has the ability to purchase economy energy from the 
Northwest, the southwest, and to a lesser extent California. with 
more sellers in the market prices need not escalate. There is no 
evidence that Edison moves the economy energy market. second, in 
~ we were extremely reluctant when we chose to assume an 
increase in price. We saidi 

*The issue is eyen more artifioial than tht 
parties have defined it. 

It It It 

*We art thus forced to choose between two 
unrea istto alternatives to resolve a 
hypothetical prOblep. In keeping with our 
adopted QFs-in/QFs-out approach to calculating 
the IER, weconolude that the price of 
Northwest power should be permitted to vary in 
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the QFs-out run. • (29 CPUC 2(1 566, 601j 
emphasis added.) 

Our reluctance in PG&E is obvious. Whendescriblng 
issue~ as -artificial- a~d s61utio~s a~ ~two u~ieallstio 
alternAtives· 'it is clear our choice was f()rced, rather than' 
confident. We now have three years more of experience and a 
proceeding with substantial evidence that there is a difference 
between PG&E's 1989 operations and Edison's 1992 operations" 

Third,--ln prior Edison ECAC proceedings the economy 
energy price was constant in b6thruns. (e.g., D.88-09-031,29 
CPUC 2d 314, 337-338, 3441 D.90-01~048; 0.90-12-067.) We see no 
reason to depart from the lER methodology of pr lor Edison ECACs. " 
There are sufficient differences between Edison and PG&E to suppOrt 
different r~sults. we cannot affirm esc's theory that with OFs Out' 
economy energy prices would rise, but every other-cost would remain 
constant. 

Kuch more than ELFIN inputs would be affected. The 
adoption of such a policy would result in the price paid to Oi's 
exceeding the marginal cost of the utility, and therefore promote a 
lar(jer than economicaliy ~fficient quantity of QFs to produce' 
energy. The end result would be to promote an econoinically 
inefficient allocation 6f energy production betw~n OFS and the 
utility, which would imply higher than necessary costs of 
production, and higher than necessary rates • 
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F. To 'COMMIT- or ·NOOMMT-

Edisoll's system operators -commit, - or start-up, enough 
firm generation resources to meet the anticipated peak load of the 
day, plus a spinning reserve margin equal to the larger of 7\ of 
the peak load or the largest single contingency on the Edison 
system. The number of units committed by operators has a 
significant impact on the total costs of serving the load. Mote 
commitment of resources increases production.costs as compared to 
less conimitment. 

The ELFIN model ofters the production cost modeler two 
options to choose from in determining how many generation units 
will be committed to serve the load in each month: the ·C6KHIT­
option and the -NcoMMTM option. Each option operates by 
establishing a commitment target equal to th~ peak load Of the 

• 

month plus the required spinning reserve margin and then committing 
enough units to meet that target. The ciifference between the two 
options is in how many HW each unit cou~ts for 1n contributing to • 
the target. The COMMIT option counts each unit at its capacity 
derated for both maintenance and forced outages. The NOOHKT option 
counts each unit at itscapaoity derated for maintenance outages 
only. Thus, it a modeler uses the NCOMHT option fewer resources 
are required to achieve a given commitment target than if the 
COMMIT option is used. 

The choice of which option to use, COMMIT or NCOMHT, 
affeots both the IER and revenue requirement. In relation to the 
IER computation the COMMIT option iowers the IER while the NCOMMT 
raises the IER. Edison and DRA recommend COMMITI esc recommends 
Nc6MMT. The basis for making the choice betw~en COMMIT and- NOOMMT 
should be which option ~ost accurately replicates aotual system 
operations in the probabilistio ELFIN model. The economio effeot 
of using NCOMMT is to reduce baseload costs and increase 
inoremental costs so costs in the QF-out run will increase as 
higher priced units are sUbstituted for OF energy. 
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1. position Of Edison and L.!!BA 
Edison and DRA argue that in lllakingthe a.ssessmentof 

which option most accurately replicates actual system operations, 
the difference between·real time, real world system·operatior\s and 
the probabilistio ELFIN production cost model must be considered. 
In the real world,when operators make commitment decisions, unIts 
are either available or not aVailable, and the operators know which 
units are available and which are not. In the ELFIN model, units 

.are only available with some probability less thall One. In other 
words, a unit with a 10\ forced outage rate is 90\ wthereW and 10\ 
wnot thereW in the probabilistio ELFIN model. 

This, they contend, is the orucial point in understanding 
why COMMIT is the correct option to use in the ELFIN mOdel. If the 
NCOMHT option is used, the commitment target will seeminqly be 
achieved based on the rated, or full, capacity of the generation 
units. But each unit is wnot therewin the ELFIN mod~l with a 
probability equal to its forced outage rate. Thus, if a target is 
achieved based on rated capaoity, when one considers that each unit 
is not there some of the time, the commitment target will not be 
achieved. The COMMIT modeling convention cOrrectly compensatesior 
this phenomenon by deratinq each unit by its forced outage rate in 

·counti.ng its contribution towab:l achieving the commitment target. 
The effect of derating each uni.t bY its forced outage rate is to 
commit more units to cover tOl" the shortfall in commitment due to 
units being not there some of the time as the result ot forced 
outages. 

Edison gives the following examples In actual syste. 
operation a utility may have ten generating units of 100 MW each 
with a probability that one of those ten units will not start when 
called upon to meet system requirements. Thus, collectively these 
units can only be depended upon to provide 900 MW (nine units at 
full capaoity) or 90\ of total rated capaoity. If the utility 
needs 1,000 MW, another unit must be committed. ELFIN is incapable 
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of exactly repiicating this operation. In prOduction cost 
modeling, a resource is only available with sOme prObability, thus 
yielding a capaoity factor Of·less than lOOt. In 6therwords, in 
order to simulate; this hypothetical system operation, ELFIN, using 
the COMMIT vari~ble, recOgnizes ten units at 90\ Of each unit's 

; 

rated capacity for a total of 900 HW. As in actual system 
operation, ELFIN will nOw commit an additional unit to meet the 
1,000 MW system requirement. It the NCOMKT variable is used, ELFIN 
will recognize all ten units at 100 KW each, ignoring the probable 
unavailability of a unit due to a forced outage, and thereby 
undercommitting resources. NCOHMT simply does not replicate actual 
system operation where forced outages cannot be ignOred. 

2. position of esC 
esc states that the COMMIT variable in the ELFIN model 

should be rejected because it overstates Edison's need for 
generating units. csc recommends the NbOKKT variable, ccc 
supports esc. 

esc claims that Edison's own testimony admits that the 
Edison system for the forecast period will maintain a 26i2\ reserve 
margin. This translates into eXceSs capacity in the amount of 
1,700 MW aboVe Edison's 16\ target reserve margin. Thus; after 
removing the 1,100 HW of as-available QF capacity in the QF-out 
run, Edison is left with 600 HW of excess capacity abOve its 16\ 
target reserve margin. with this much excess capaoity on its 
system, esc believes it is unrealistic to suggest that Edison will 
need to inolude an addt'tional SUbstitution unit in' the QF-out run. 
This iilogical result stems fro. the Edison/ORA use of theOOMMIT 
variable in committing units to the system. using this derated 
capacity results in the overcommitment of resources. This 
overcommitment of units results in Edison's having to acquire 
additional capaoity in the form of a 320 MW unit - a substitution 
unit - when approximately 1,100 MW of firm variable price QF 
capaoity is taken off the Edison system in the QF-out run. The use 

• 

• 

• - 31 -



:. 

• 

A.91-05-050ALJ1RAB/jft 

of a substit'ution unit in the OF-out run would be appropriate it. 
Edison had insufficient resources to meet its needs absent the 
varia.blepriced QF capaoity. However, this is not the case. 
Edisonis loads and resources for the forecast periOd indicate a 
surplus of nearly 1,700 MW in e~cess ot the amount required t6 
satisfy the planning and operational reserves which Edison has. 
determined are adequate. Thus, the removal of 1,100 HW of firm 
variable price QFs would still leaVe Edison with 600 MW in e~cess 
of its needs. Therefore, the operation of a sUbstitution unit in 
the QFs-out run is illoqica.lalid unnecessary. 

3.. Discussion 
Both sides have cited commission precedent in supp6rt of 

their positions. Edison and DRA cite 0.88-09-031, an Edison ECAC 
proceeding, where this same issue was litiqated. In that decision 
the commission found that the realities ot EdlGon's system 
operations inolude the realities Of the probability of forced 
outages and therefore it'is reasonable tor ELFIN to reflect this 
probability alid its impact on the availability ot Edison's system 
capacity. csc cites D.88-11-052, a PG&E ECAC proceeding I where we 
said that -mod~lers should cOrrect for ELFIN's derating capacity 
tor forced outages in co~itting units t6 meet commitsent targets.­
(29 cPUC 2d 566, 595.) This means t6 use the NCOMMT variable, the 
rated unit commitment option. Edison counters that in D.90-03-060 
(36 CPUC 2d 2), a recent BRPU decision, we ordered PG&E to use the 
COMMIT variabl&. 

We haVe reviewed our prior decisions in this area in 
light of the evidence in this case regarding the operation of the 
Edison system alid have conoluded that the use of the COMMIT 
variable best replicates actual system operations in the 
probabilistio ELFIN model. We are i~pressed with EdisOn's argument 
that dispatchers must consider the probability of forced outages 
and allow for it. As soon as a unit goes down, another must be 

available to maintain system integrity. COMMIT replicates this, 
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NCOHMTdoes not. 
forced outage is, 
system operations 

, b~ considered. 

Although whether a particular unit will incur a 
by de-tinition,unpredictable, the history of 
will shova pattern Of forced outages which must 

We agree with Edison that csc is wong when it equates 
the 16\ planning reserve criteria with the 7\ spinning reserv~ 
operating criteria in reaching its conclusion that Edison has 
adequate capacity without adding a substl~ution unit. ~here is nO 
relationship between the two criteria. It is not the case that if 
planning reserves e~ceed the planning reserve criteria by x\ that 
spinning reserves will be able to exceed the required spinning 
reserve margin by ~\. Finally, we not~ that the -ELFIN Alg6rithms 
Guide* prepared by the Environmental Defense rund,the sponsor of 
ELFIN, supports the method of derating capacity for forced outages 
by use of the COMMIT variable. 
G. AutomatIo'Generation Control (AGel 

AGe is a computer-regulated dispatch system which 'allows 
the capability of a thermal unit to automaticallY react to eh~Uiges 
in load on the Edison system. AGe generatio~ constitutes 
-regulation* and is necessary to continuously match system load 
with an equivalent amount of generation. TO operate Edison's 
control area within control performance criteria, there is a need 
to maintain an adequate number of units on AGe for downward ,or 
upward regulation requirements at all times. oivisi6n order 5 
(00-5) is an op&rating procedure in which a unit is manually set at 
minimum operating levels. 

The parties disput~ whether the need for regulation on 
Edison's system that occurs in real time operations can be 
reflected in the ELFIN model. Edison's and DRA's mOdeling 
recognizes that there is a system minimum regulati6n ~equire.e~t 
which is reasonably represented in the ELFIN mOdelinq by 
representing the 480 HW units at their low AGC li.it. The 
production simulation modeling that Edison and DRA have provided 

• 

• 
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reflects the el<pected actual system operations and e,cpen'ses 'du~in9 
the forecast perlod4 Keeping some Edison units on AGcis required 
at aLL times in the real world. While the ELFIN mOd~lcanii6t 
replicate the actual cOmputer. function of mAtchinq load to 
qeneratlon, Edison has not asked ELFIN t6d6 that. The AGC 
capability on the Edison system is reasonably represented in ELFIN 
by limiting the operation of the four 480 HW units to their AGC 
operating ranges. 

CSC argues that Edison's operators attempt to reduce 
co?ts at all times and on all operating levels. Thus, when load is 
low the most economic operations would call for reducing units to 
their minimum levels. This can be modeled by permitting ail.uilits 
to operate within the rull range of their abilities, including 
dropping to their 00-5 minimums. Modeling units such that they can 
operate at their lowest levels when it is economic to do so 
simulates actual system operations. Therefore, the commission. 
shOUld direct modelers to permit the ELFIN mOdel to run units 
within the lUll range of the 00-5 operating levels. 

Edison's use of AGC in its model is correct. AGC 
provides the regulation necessary to continuously match Edison/,B, 
system load with an equivalent amount ot generation. AGe must be 

accounted for to reflect the actual operation of Edlso1l's syste:an. 
CSCis m~eling of Edison's thermal units at 00-5 minimums does not 
replicate Edison's actual operations. we have adopted AGe minimum 
leVels in our recent BRPU proceeding 0.90-03-060 and should do s6 

here. 
B. Kust-RUiJ units 

Edison's system operating requirements diotata that a 
number ot oil and gas units from certain generating stations be-on 
line at all times for system reliability reasons. esc advocates 
designating the must-run units after the ELFIN mOdel is first 
allowed to determine economic dispatch of units without artifioial 
constraints. CSC then reviews the ELFIN output to determine 
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whethE!r additional units must be 'run to satisfy system opera,tine) 
constraints, whichl."esults in fewer must-run unit designations.' 
Thus,in esc's opinion, the efficient operation.o! the system Is' 
maximized. esc's modeling of must-run units attempts to meet 
Edison must-run requirements on an economic prIority. list basis iu'ld 
does not replicate Edison's system operation. 

Edison argues that it does not commit units based solelY 
on an economic priority list to meet system must-run requirements. 
It says that it satisfies its system rel.iability requirement$ by 
committing those units which have been determined to best meet 
systeM needs on the basis of their location, availability, 
dependability, and a number of other factors besides economics. 
After satisfying system reliability requirements, Edison commits 
units based on an optimized unit commitment to minimize tOtal 
production costs. 

In order to replicate actual system operation in ELFIN, 
Edison and DRA included as must-run units, the units that are • 
typiccilly on line in Edison's system as must-run units. For 
example, Edison andDRA included El segundo unit 4 which isus~d. 
more often in actual operation as a must~run unit than the unit 
chOsen by esc. ELFIN is thEn} allowed to dispatch the remaining 
available resources on an optimized basi~. 

esc's method requires that evi!ry time there is a ,change 
in the forecast and a new production cost run is made, an iteration 
is required to determine which unit economically satisfies the 
must-run system requir~ment. In our opinion, Edison's and DRA's 
modeling better replicates aotual system operation Andc6nstitutes 
a more reasonable and effioient method for the development of the 
revenue requirement and the IER and shoul.d be adopted. 
:I. The BOnneville PoWer Aainistraticm (ePA) ccSntract 

On July 31, 1991 BPA gave written notice to EdisOn that 
the BPA sales and ElCchange Agreement (BPA contract) would convert 
to a sale tor the year 1991-1992. There is no dispute between the 
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parti~s ,that, as result of this notic~, the BPA contract vil'l be in 
the sale mode through July 31, 1992 and all parties have modeled 
the contract this way. The disagreement occurs in how to model' 
this contract for the remainder of the forecast periOd. 'Edi~onand 
ORA haVe mOdeled the BPA contract in the sale mode through 
becember 31, 1992; esc has modeled the contract as an eXchiu\g~ from 
AUgust I, 1992 through December 31, 1992. 

In December 1990, BPA issued its 1990 Pacifio Northwest 
LOads and Resources study in vhichit assumes the BPA contract Is 
to be in the sale mode through the year 2000 despite showing an 
energy deficit. The language in the contract itself indicates tha~ 
the contract is to be in the sale mode unless notice provisions to 
the contrarY are given by BPA. . 

esc says that the Edison/BPA contract has operated as a 
seasonal e){change since 1989, and that BPI.. was able to convert the 
contract to a power sale this year only because of unique 
circumstances in which BPA was forced to buy excess power this year 
in order to guarantee enough in case of a drought over the next',. 
{OUr years. This eXcess power permitted BPA to sell to &Hson ' 
under the contract this year. esc asserts that Edison/ORA haVe 
sUpplied nO evidence to support their contention that these speoial 
oircumstances will continue into the next Edison/BPA contraot year 
(i.e., August 1992 - August 1993). esc points out that BPA's 
published loads and resources analysis indicates an expected. BP). 
defioit over the next ten years. FUrther, plans in the paoifio' ' 
Northwest to strengthen weak salmon stocks will cause a loss of' 112 
average Mw in hydro projeots located in the Northwest." As a 
consequence, esc believes these conditions are highly unlikely to 
foster the type of oircumstances which permitted BPA to convert the 
contraot to a sale this year. 

BPA, like any other utility, has an incentive to ma~i.ize 
revenue from the sale of power. In the case ot the Edison/BPA 
contract, the conversion to a power sale enables BPA to sell 
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surplus power it has acquired f6r thecomingowater year as part of 
longer term acquisiti(ms~ There is no reason why SPA coUld °ri6~· 
similarly acquire additional· power to c6ntinue the contraot 1n a 
sale mode into the next dEd i very· year. converting the contrac·t to 
°asal~ through July 1992 has allowed BPA to make more money than by 
keeping the contract as an exchange. BY ke~ping the corttract'as a 
sale beyond August 1992, BPA continues to make money from 'this 
contract. nor are ~e persuaded that the Northwest plan f6t salmon 
stocks will force BPA to convert the contract back to an eXchange. 
BPA has stated in its SPA Journal that ·cOriverting the exchang~s to 
sales will increase the average streamf16ws in the river. system in 
the summer, which will improve conditions" for juvenile fish 
migrations.·" Thus, it is not obvious that keeping the SPA contract 
in the sale mode throughout the forecast period will be detrimental 
to salmon migration. 

We will model the contract as a sale for the entire 
forecast period. 
J. Jlodelingof the under .t6 KIf of OF Resources 

Edison intentionally categorized 21 QF contractswithO 

under 40 HW ot dedicated firm capacity that are outside the Edison 
service territory with the group of contracts consisting of QFs 
with over 40 KW of dedicated capacity within Edison's service 
territory in determining its capacity and energy forecast. These 
under 40 HW resources are made up ot 86% geothermal-based resources 
with the remainder being biomass-fueled projects. Edison and ORA 
believe this approach is reasonable because the load shape 6f these 
resources is similar to the over 40 MW classificatioh. They claim 
that their modeling of these resources more olosaly'replicates 
actual system operation. 

CSC belieVes that Edison's modelinqis art error which 
Edison refuses to admit. In-its ELFIN modeling, esc corrected this 
error by including these out-ot-territory under 40 KW contracts in 
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the under 40 HW category. FUrthermore, esc has modeled these6ut­
of-tet~itory QF contracts to apply 160\ of the QF capacity toward 
unit commitment, as opposed to the 80\ capacity applied by Edison 
to unit co.mmitment for its in-service-territory under 40 HW QF· 
contracts. :in this manner, csc contends that it has correctlY 
match~d the QF capacity with the associated load shape for these 
co.ntracts as opposed to. Edison's mismatch between resources and 
energydellVeries. 

Edison asserts that there was no mismatch and nO. error. 
It intentionally categorized these contracts that way because their 
load shape is similar to. the over 40 KW classification. Because 
Edis6n'smOdeling of these resources most closely replicates actual 
syst~m operation we will adopt its position. 
K. To Average or Not to Average the lEtt Calculation 

The final step in the prOcess of determining an IER is to 
calculate it given the total cost outputs from the QFs-in and· 
QFs~out ELFIN production cost runs. Edison and ORA recommend a 
method based on performing a separate IERca.lculation for each of 
the 12 months, and then calculating the annual IER as tha simple 
average of the 12 monthly IER values with a 0.65' start-up adder. 
esc, on the othar hand, performs its IER calculation in one step 6n 
an annual basis. under cscis method the reSUlting IER is higher 
than the method proposed by Edison and ORA. 

Edison and ORA argue that the IER calculation must be 

performed 6n a monthly basis and then averaged to determine an 
annual IER because gas prices vary 6n a .onthly basis. In order to 
calculate an IER in one step on an annual basis as esc recomaends t 

an average annual gas price must be determined to plug into the IER 
formula. They say there is no method by which such an annual 
average gas price can be calculated that will result in an accurate 
IER calculation under all oircumstances. Given the circumstances 
that exist for this ECAC forecast period, and that are likely to 
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e>eist for the foreseeabie future, esc's annual IER calculation 
method will overstate the correctly calcuiated IER. 

eSc argues that in ord~r to account for the seasonal 
variAtions in gas use and gas price which affect Edison's avoided 
costs, esc u.sed a weighted "aVerage cost of gas for the entire 
forecast period in determining the annual aVerage IER. This takes 
the annual, not monthly I chiU'lge in costs between the QF-in and 
QF-out runs and divides this by the annual change in OF generation 
between the QF-in and QF-out runs and by theweiqht$d average cost 
of gas. This, in esc's opinion, provides a much closer estimation 
of Edison's avoided costs on an annual basis because the seasOnal 
fuel use and fuel cost variations are thereby incorporated into the 
calculation. 

• 

Edison, in Exhibit 10, has calculated the IER 
algebraically using its method and esc's method. Edison hassh6wn 
that under esc's method it there is is correlation in the fraction 
of incrementa~ production,made up from gas-fired r~sourceswith the. 
gas price, the IER will be wrong. It woUld serVe nO useful purpose 
to set forth three pages of algebraic ~alculation. suffice it to 
say we have reviewed the calculation and find it to be accurate and 

. the the6ry reasonable. esc's method of calculating the average 
fual price for the year is flawed and, therefore, its IER 
calculation is flawed. We will adopt Edison's and DRA's method ot 
calculating the IER. 

IV. Revenue Allocation and Rate Oesiqn 

A. Reyenue AllocatioD 
In this proceeding the revenue ailocation is interim in 

nature. That is, it will be used to allocate the cost for rate 
chang~s occurring on or about January 20, 1992. FUrther 
allocation, including the setting of major goals will occur in 
phase II of Edison's GRC, Application (A.) 90-12-018. In this 
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proc~edin9 we have found the ECAC revenue requirement to be' ,.10:: : 
decrease 6f approximateiy $53.3 itiillion. However, we are spteadir\9 
rates which include the revenue requirement from other proceedings 
for a total increas~ of $138.4 million. It is to that 
$138.4 million that this revenueallocatiort And rate design portion 
of the decision is directed. 

Both Edison and ORA use the capped EPMC baslst6 al'locate 
the proposed reVenue requirement. Both agree that the riet 
deficiency or surplus due to capping and£iooting should be ' 
Allocated on an EPMC basis to all groups that are not capped or 
floored. The Commission established this procedure in Edison's 
last GRC and determined that it should be applied in interVE!ning 
ECAC proceedings. In Edison's twO subsequent ECAC decisi~nsi.the 
commission adopted oil capped EPHC allocation which limit~d changes 
in reVenUes to rate groups. In Edison'S last ECAC t the Commission 
adopted a full EPHC aliocation. in this BCAC t by agreement oithe 
parties, we are using the marginal costs and customer usage 
characteristics found reasonable in Edison's current GRC, 
A.90-12-018. 

DRA recommends continuing the use of a capped EPHC 
approach to revenue allOcation in this proceeding, with theJ\~~ 
deficiency or surplus due to caps and floors being allocated on an 
EPHC basis to all groups that are not capped or floored. DRA 
recommends a cap of 2.5% over sAFe. Only the agricultural and 
pumping class would be subject to the cap. ORA recommends a floor 
of no decrease. Large "pOwer and streetlighting are affected by 
this. The floor recommendation isa matter of some controversy in 
this proceeding and is discussed in m6re detail below. 

Edison recommends capping the allocation to rate'groups 
at 5% abOve SAPC except that increases to the agricultural and 
pumping group should be capped at 3.5% above.SAPO and increases to 
the domestic group at 2.5% above SAFC. The proposed caps recognize 
the recent difficulties experienced by the agricultural customers 
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and the significant increases in revenues allocated to dornestic~ 
customers since 1987. Edison recommends that decreases in the 
ailocation to rate groups should be floored at 5i below SAPe. 

IV recorrunends that the COmriission adopt Edison's proposed 
caps and floors, including the 3.5% cap for the.agricultutal and 
p\1rnplng group. CLECA recommends no caps Or floors be used except a 
5% cap on the increases to the agricultural and pumping group, 
Cal-SLA recommends a full EPMC allocation without caps or floors. 

The issue of a cap on rates for the agricultural and 
pumping group has been settled by the Legislature in AS 2236, where 
it was enacted that this Commission, prior to June 1, 1992, shall 
not increase rates for electrical services for agricultural and 
pumping customers by an amount more than the system aVerage rate 
increase. (1992 Cal Stat. 862.) As ~eqUired by statute, this 
decision will increase agricultural andpuuping rates bY SAPC only. 

In regard to streetllghting, we agree with cal-SLA that 
neither a floor of no decrease in rates n6r·a flOor of 5\ below 

• 

SAPC should be adopted. Under our poiicy of EPMC,if a customer ~ 
class is entitled to a decrease it should receiVe it, absent some 
compelling reason. There is no compeilinq reason here. ORA argUes 
that streetlighting rates are likely to rise in june 1992 when they 
are again considered in Edison's GRC, especially if a decreas~ is 
ordered in this ECAC proceeding. Therefore, in the interest"of 
rate stability, rates should not be lowered nov only to be 
increased in June. Cal-SLA replies, simply, it prefers the 
decrease to which i~ is entitl~d, thank you, should rates increase 
in June it will pay the irtcrease iil June. For similar reas()ns, we 
see no need to place a floor on the decrease for large power. 'We 
wish to emphasize that these decreases will rtot limit us in futu~e 
rate cases to implement; or restrict, future increases or " 
decreases, regardless of magnitude. 
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B. Rate iJestgn 
There are relativelY few rate design issues in this 

proceeding. Virtually all rate design issues are handled in', 
Phase II of the GRC. In generAl, DRA is in agreement with Edison' 
On rate design issues with a few e~cepti6ns. 

1. Average and on-Peak Rate Limiters 
ORA opposes thecontinuati6n of the phase-out of the On;" 

peak rate limiter for the TOU-& class. ORA recommends that this 
issue be addressed in phase II of the Edison GRC, A. 90-12-0,1&, 

consistent with past Commission decisions, Edison proposed in 
its last ECAC to phase out aVerage arid on-peak rate limiters~ ORA 
agreed with the proposal and no party opposed it. As it result, the 
commi~sion increased the average and on-peak rate limiters above­
what they otherwise would have belm. (O~90-12-067, pp. 58:"';59 ~), TO 

continue the policy of phasing out the rate limiters attnually ill 
the ECAC proceedings, EdIson proposes to 'set the aVerage' rate 
limit'er at 5¢/kWh above the average summer 'rate for the TOu-a 
secondary rate group. DRA finds this p:toposal reasonable. 'NO " 
party opposed this propOsal. 

Edisonaiso proposes, consistent with D.90~12';';067, to 
ilicrease the on-peak rate limiter by 15i above the revenue change 
to the applicable TOU-S rategr6Up. Only ORA opposed this' 
proposal. It argues that because this rate component is only in 
effect for the summer months and because the GRC phase II deoision 
is expected prior to the start of the next Edison summerseasori, 
there is no reason to decide it at this time. "It is best handled 
in the 'GRC. Edison points out that in its last ECAC decision, we 
ordered the phase-out of on-peak limiters. It argUes thatw~ 
should continue the phase-out in this proCeeding to be ~tfeo~ive 
from January 20, 1992 until the GRC deoision is impleme~ted' in the 
GRC proceeding, the future need for on-peak rate limiters should be 
evaluated • 
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We agree with Edis6n~ < ,The issue Is one that' is usually 
decided in c1n ECAC proceeding,and merely because there is another 
proceeding in which it may be reviewed'is no reason to delay a 
decision. Edison's position'is consistent with our prior decision 
to phase out on-peak limiters. 

2. Ratio of NonbaseilJu! to Baseline Rates 
ORA propos~s an increase of 3.5% above the domestic 

averagt inc~ease for baseline rates. This will result in a 9.34% 
increase in the baseline rate and a 2.67%incraase in the 
nonbaseline rate from present rates (based on the revenue 
requirement used in ORA's testimOny). This reduces the nonbaseline 
to baseline rate ratio from 1.39.1 to 1.301.1. 

• 

Consistent with Edison's last two ECAC decisions 
(D.90-01-048, p. 34; 0.90-12-067, p. 60), Edison propOses to 
increase the total ba'seline rate by 2.5\ more than the domestic 
average increase. This results in a reduction in the nonbaseline 
to baseline ratio from 1.3911 to 1.33i1. TURN proposes a more 
modest closure between the baseline and nonbaseliile rat~s by • 
allocating arty revenue increase to the domestic group on an eqUai 
cents-par-kWh basis. 

Both Edison's and DRA's proposals are consistent with the 
requirement to reduce the ratio between baseline and nonhaseline , 
rates. Neither DRA nor TURN presents a compelling argument to 
change the rate of closure adopted in Edison's last two ECAC 
proceedings. Edison's proposal continues to make progress toward 
reducing the tier differential, and takes into account t~e ~a~e, 
increases experienced by domestic customers in recent years, At 
the same tille, Edison's proposal compli~s with our policy t~ 
proceed with baseline reform and -ensures that in the very near 
future the level of,theLlRA discount and the size oltha 
Tier llTier 2 rate ·differential are essentially commensurate.-
(1.88-07-009, 0.89-09-044, p. 8.) 
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'.Yi;ndiil~s6f Fact ' 
1.. -An energy reI la'bil 1 iy J.ridex" (ERI) of 0, 1 -'is -reas6nabl~ 

and should be adopted. 
i ~ The combustion turbine capacity-cc:>sti6r 1992 of $79 .-61 -' 

- perkw 'should be adopted • 
_j.. The -recommended ECABF tevenuerequirement: f6r:th~ 199~ 

forecast'period should reflect-the f6recclst ~arrying~costs . 
associated with 5.0 .. illion barre1s0f {ue16i1 invent()_rY;, 'l'h~ 
'carrying costs Associated with fuel 011 inventorY, iilekcess ~of c5. 0 
~illi6n bartels should not be inchided iii the ECABFrate -ievE!'lstO 

be made effec'tive by this decision. 
4. The gaS st6rage inventory level_contained.lil the Joint 

-,Recommenda-tionis reasonable and ~hould, be adopted • ' 
5. The Jc>int Recommendati6rt is reasonable and' sh6ul~ "be-. 

adopted~ as mOdified by our finding on the serVice l~velcredit~ 
6.' Ail IER 6f 8,908 BtU/kWh is reasonable and ~houid be 

,adop~ed • 
.,. Reasonable time differentiated IERS ~houlC:l bet, . 

Summert 

Winter, 

On-Peak 
Mid-Peak' 
6ff-peak 

Mid-Peak 
Off-peak . 
super-Off-peak 

,12881 
9237 
7638 

11331 
8427 
5845 

< 8. For all purpOses in this proceeding tha adopted cost of 

gas should be $2.83 ~r MMBtu. 
9. The service level credit for servi~e Level 4/5 should be 

14. 8¢· per MMBtu. . . . 
10. The £6recastof intrastate gas transportation costs 

associated with PG&E's service to Edison's'Co01 Wate~ generating 
units should be computed by using 'the average cost of gas 
transpOrtation provided by socal. 
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11." . The forecast of sales for th~ five customergioups 
presented by Edison is reasonable and should be ~dopted. 

12.' DRA's and E9i60n' s method o'f forecasting OF production is 
reasonable and should" be adopfed. " 

13. Edisbn'sand DRA's tecornmended forecast ainOunt of economy 
energy of 4,663 gWh is reasonable arid should be adopted. 

14. The pricing of economy energy should be the same.in bbth 
the QFs-out run and the OFs-in run. 

15. It is reasonable to utilize floor prices to relate 
economy energy prices on the lower end to the supplier's cost of 
generation. 

16. The commitment target established by the COMMIT option in 
the ELFIN mOdel production cost program is reasonable and should be 
adopted. 

17. The COMMIT option replicates actual system operation •• 

." 

• 

where "fo:rced outages ~arinot be ignored. The NCOM)IT option doe~ not 
perform this function. 

18. TO determine the IER calculation, modelers should perform • 
it separate IERcalculation for each" of the 12 months and 'thEH\ ' 
calculate the annual IER as 'the simple average of the 12 monthly 
IER values with a 0.6s,"start-up adder~ 

19. It is reasonable to model ELFIN for automatic generation 
" " 

cortt1"ol as Edison and DRA recommend. 'l'hemodel should represent 
the 490 KW units at their low AGe limit. 

20. In order to replicate actual system operation in ELFIN 
the Edison aild DRA oust-run units recollJlendatiotl should beadopt~d. ." " 

21.. The BPA contract should be Jlod~led as it it were ir\the 
'sale mode through December 31, 1~92, 

22. Edison's categorization of 21 OF contracts with under 40 
HW of dedicated firm capacity that are outside Edisorits'service 
territory with the group of contracts consisting OfQFS with over 
40 Kff of dedicated capacity within Edison's service territory in 
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'determining its capacity and energy forecast is reasonable and: 

should be adopted. 
23. The marginal costs and customer usage charaoterist~c6 

found reasonable in Edison's current GRC, A-.90-12-018, are 
reasonable for use in this ECAC appiication and should_be adopted. 

24. Agricuitural and pumping customer rates shall be 

increased no more than SAPe. 
25. Rates for streetlighting and large power shall be 

decreased by an amount which should not be limited by any floor 6n 

- rates. 
26. For all other rate classifications rates shall be spread 

on the basis 6f EPMC. The system average increase is 2.1\., (see 

Attachment 0, p. 1.) 
21. Edison'S proposal to phase out average and on-peak, rate 

limiters is reasonable and should be adopted. 
28. Edison's propOsal to reduce the ratio of northaseline to 

baseline r;ates by increasing the baselin~ rate by 2.5\ more thah 
the domestic average increase is reasonable and should be adopted. 

29. The increases in rates and charges authorized by this 
decision set forth iil Atttlchilents C, D, and E are justified; attd 
are just and reasonable. 

30. TURN is eligibie for compensation, pursuant to Rule 
76.54. It has previously been found to have met its burden of. 
showing financial hardship for 1991 in D.91-05-029, it has r~iis'ed 
numerous issues in this proceeding) and it estimates its budget at 

2 3 0 00 
' , -~, - f ~ i ' , 

$ ',' ~h)\l'(·).'~I'I/'l'~·"",r 'J"I!("'-'; :_.~.>.I~ ~ ~ ...... _Jl,,<,/4(t "1' ......... 

-' ,31 ~ /~. ~;~As~nJi;. :.~,r~P9sedv'!\tang'es to 
are rE;'a,ol)~.i~ ~n~ ~~o~ld be adopted. 

- , • s -
Attachment F. ',' I" 

~ _.:' j: 1 l. 

its preliminary stat~merit 
They are set forth in 

ConclUsion of Lcl'" i' : ; 
.1'_ .J.... • t $' #. i.,. L 

, , -', ,Th~:.:app~~catlon should be granted to the extent set forth 
i~ .the fol1owlhtj order • 
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IT IS 6R.OBfUi!I)· tJ:la.t l ;' 
1.' sou'th~ln'Calif6rnia:-Edtson company (Edison) ma.y-fileoil 3 

. day~' notice to the Comm.issionand to the public tarfffS setting 
for.th th~-adopt~drates s~t forth in Attachments C, 0/ attd·g -of 
this declsi6-n , ahdth~changesiil its preliminary statemenf set 
for:th inAtta~hment F,to bl!e£fectlve no earlier than Januaky 20, 

·1992 •. -
- 2 ". All average Arulual incrementAl energy rateofS,90a 

Btu/kWhsball b~ used-'todete-rrnll'le the price paid by Edison to 
- qUalifying 'facilities cOmrOEmclngon the effective date of this 

This order 1s effective today. 
[)atedJimuarj 10; 1992, at san FranciscO, cai.if6r~1a:-. 
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DANIEL Hm. FESSLER 
_ .. president 

JOHN s. OHANtAN .-... 
PATRICIA M. ECKERT 
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY - . 

commissioners 
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A'l'TACRMKNT A 

List of Appearances 

Applicantt Stephen E. pickett, Bruce A. Reed, Janet K. LOhmann, 
James H. Lehrer, Michael D. Mackness, and Bridget J6yce, 
Attorneys at Law, for Southern California Edison Company. 

Interested Parties. Messrs. Ater, Wynne, Hewitt, DOdson & 
Skerritt, by Michael p. Alcantar, Attorney at Law, for 
Cogenerators of Southern california; c, Hayden Ames, Attorney At 
Law, for Chickering , Gregory; Barbara B8rkovich, for Barkovich 
and yap; patrick J, Bittner, Attorney at Law, for california 
Energy ~ommission; Messrs. Morrison & Foerster, by Lynn ~aug, 
Jer~ Bloom, and Joseph Karp, Attorneys at Law, for California 
cogeneration council; Messrs. Jackson, Tufts, cole' Black, by 
william H. Booth and Joseph S. Faber, Attorneys at Law, for , 
CalifOrnia Large Energy COnsumers Association; Henwood Energy . 
services, Inc., by David R. Br8nchcomb, for Geothermal ResoU,rces, 
Association; ThOmas R. Brill and E. R. Island; Attorneys at Law, 
for Southern California Gas Company; Maurice Brubaker, for ' 
Drazen-Brubaker , Associates; Messrs~ McCracken, Byers , Martin, 
by David J. Byers, Attorney at Law, for Cities of Oxnarc:J and·" 
Irvine; Messrs. Brobeck, Phleger , Harrison, by Gorden Eo DAVis, 
Attorney at Law, for califo~nia Manufacturers Association; , 
Michel Peter Florio and Joel R. Singer, Attorneys at Law, for 
Toward Utility Rate Normalization; Norman Furuta, Attorney at 
Law, for Federal ,Executive Agencies; Dian H. Grueneich, Attorney 
at Law, for California Department of General Services, William' 
Marcus, for JBS Energy, Inc., Melissa Metzler, for Bakarat & 
Chamberlin, Karen Norene Mills, Attorney at Law, for california 
Farm Bureau Federation; John D. Quinley, for CogeneratiOn - . 
Service Bureau, Messrs. Pillsbury, xadison & Sutro, by James N. 
Roethe and Ed Kolto, Attorneys at Law{ for Air Products , , 
Chemicals, Inc., James Ross, for Regu atory and Cogeneration 
Services, Inc.; Bartle Wells Associates, by Reed V. Schmidt-"fOr 
california City-County Street Light Association, Messrs. DOwney, 
Brand, seymour' Rohwer, by Phil stohr and Ron Liebert, , 
Attorneys at Law, for Industrial Users; Messrs. Ater, Wynne, 
Hewitt, Dodson' Skertitt, by Hark Pi Trinchero, Attorney at 
Law, for Kern River cogeneration Company, Robert B., ":.' 
Weisenmiller, for Morse, Richard, Weisenmiller & Associates, 
Harry W. Long, Jr., and Michelle L. Wilson, Attorneys at Law, 
for pacific Gas and Electric Company, Sam De Frawi, for th~­
Naval Facilities Engineering Commandl Dave Hermanson, for s!the 
Energies U.S.A., Inc., Jan Smutny-Jones, for Independent Energy 
Producers Association, and Sara Steck Myers, Attorney at Law, 
for herself. 

Division of Ratepayer Advocatesl Robert Cagen, Philip Weismehl, 
Attorneys at Law, and Linda GustafsOn • 

(END OF AftACBMEll'l' A) 
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ATTACHMENT B 

JOINT RECOMMENDATION OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
EDISON COMPANY AND THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES 

southern California Edison Company (IIEdlsonll
) and the. . 

Division of Ratepayer Advocates ("ORAU) jointly recommend that 
the commission adopt the recommendations set forth herein.. . 
regarding the following jointly propos"ad revenue change and 

"Incremental Energy Rate ("IER") in this proceeding: 

Total ECAC Revenue change1 

Annual Average IER2 

($11.6 milllqn), . 

8856 Btu/kWh" 

The testimony of Edison and the ORA support independently 
derived revenue changes and recommended·IER's. Edison and the 
ORA, upon evaluation of each 's recomllu~fidat!ons, determined that . 

. the differences in each other's recommendations were. . 
rec~ncilable. In the interest6f regulatory and administr~tive 
.tfioiency, Edison and DRA agreed.to jointly recommend, and not 
contest, the recommendations set forth in this eXhibit. 

1. ReCOmmended E¢ABF Revenue Change 

Based on the ECABF revenue requirement set forth in 
Appendix B to this eXhibit, Edison and th. ORA recommend· 
that the commission adopt an ECABF revenue decrease in ~his 
proceeding of $77.1 million, adjusted to reflect the 
following provisionsl . 

(a) 

(b) 

1 

Edison and the DRA agree that the adopted tevenu~ 
change should incorporate Edison's forecast . . 
December 31, 1991 balance in the ECAC Balanoing Account 
based on the latest available recorded balance; 

Edison and the DRA agree that the adopted reveriu~ 
change should incorporate th~ gas transportation rates 
adopted by the commission in socal's BCAP 

The total ECAC revenue change as set forth is composed 
of changes to the ECABF, ERABF, MAABF, LIS. and Sase 
Rates as set forth in Appendi~ A to this exhibit. 
These recommended revenue changes are subjeotto the 
provisions set forth in this eXhibit. 

The re~ommended IER could change if it is necessary to 
rerun the ELFIN model to incorporate certain of the 
conditions set forth in this joint recommendation • 

1 
(Appeadiees a and D to the Joint 
Reco •• endatlon are o.itted.) 



(c) 

Cd) 

ATTACHMENT B . 
adopted by th~ C6Jnmissi6n in socai,' s BCAP 
Application No. 91-03~039. 

Edison And the ORA ackn6wledg8 and·:a.9reethat"the~ 
resource assumptions.underlying the jointly·recotnJliended 
revenue chanqe provide a reasonable basis f6r,andare 
9ffered in support of the ad6ptionand implementation 

. of the recommended revenue char'lq~ and annual. average 
IE~ set forth herein. ~he resource assumptions 
underlyinq this joint recommeJ:'dati6n are set forth in 
Appendi~ c. Eciisonand .the r)!t~·· f~H~ther ackn6wl~d~e. 
and agree that these underlying assumptions do not . 
reflect the independent positi()ns of either Edison or 
the DRA and should not be" construed to. be an abdication 

'Of the rights Of either Edison or. the DRA to advocate 
different principles, methOdOlOgies or assumptions in 
other proceedings; . 

In addition to these provisions, Edison and the DRA 
agree that the recommended ECABF revenue change shall 
reflect the conditions set forth in paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 
5, and 6 of this eXhibit. 

2. Time Differentiated IEBS 

• 

Edison and DRA agree that the recoiDlllEUlded. annual. . 
average IER of 8856 stU/kWh should be time differentiated • 
for the Forecast Period as tollowss 

Summer 

Winter 

12,&05 

N/A 

Kid-Pit 

9,18) 

11,264 

3. Energy Reliability Index 

6ff-Pk 

1,594 

8,377 

superOft-Pk 

NIl.. 

5,811 

Edison and the DRA recoJlllllend that the couiesion adopt 
anER~ of zero (0.0) fordeteraininq as-available capaoity 
payments to QFs tor the Forecast Period. HoweVer, the 
cOiDlllission is currently reviewinq the.method used for 
calculating the ERt in I. 89-07-004 (BRPU proceedinq).· It 
the commission adopts a methodolOgy whieb results in anER! 
greater than zero (0.0), the ECABF revenue cha~ge . 
recommended herein , shOuld be increased to reflect .the impaot 
of the resulting ERX on capacity payments to QFs whose 
capaoity payments are dependent upOn an ERI value. 

4. ruel 6il Inyentory 

, Edison and the DRA agree to the prOVisions desoribedin 
this paragraph reqarding Edison's .anaqemen~ of its fuel oil 

2 • 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Forecast Period sOlely for the-purpose of setting rates for-
-'-the' Forecast Period in this proceeding. . 

(a) 

(b) 

Target Fuel Oil Inventory Level and Fuel Oil lnv~fito~y 
Carrying Costs In Rates 

Edison has forecast a July - December 1992 tarqetluel 
oil inventory level of 5.2 million barrels. The oRA 
has forecast a July - December 1992 target fuel 6i1 , 
inventory leVel of 4.9 million barrels. Edison alidthe 
DFA agree that for purposes of setting rates in this -
proceeding, the recommended ECABF revenue requlrem~nt . 
for the 1992 Forecast PeriOd will reflect the forecast 
carryinq costs assooiated with 5.0 million barrels 6f 
fuel oil inventory. ' 

Ratemaking Treatment 6f LOsses on sales 6f Fuel Oii 
Inventory and Fuel Oil Inventory carrying costs 

In Edisonls updated ECAC testimony (Exhibit 7) EdisOn 
forecast the sale of 1.5 million barrels of fuel from 
inventory during th~ Forecast Period at art estimated 
loss of $7.6 million. Due to the uncertainty of , 
forecasting fuel oil market events and prices, and the 
timing and leVel of potEmtiai losses associated with': " 

. the disposal of fuel oil inventory, Edison and the DRA 
agree that! 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Th~ forecast losses on the sale of fuel oil , 
inventory and the carrying costs associated with 
tuel oil inventory in excess of 5.0 miliUm ,­
barrels, should not be included in the ECABF rate 
levels to be made effective January 20, 1992; 

One hundred percent of the losses 6n the sale of 
fuel 011 inventory and all fuel oil inventory 
carrying costs shall continue to be rec~rded in, ' 
the ECAC Balanoln~ Account. However, Edison will 
establish a tracking a-ccount to identify those 
eXpenses r~corded in the ECAC Balanoing Account 
assooiated witha (i) 1992 losses on the sale~f 
fuel oil inventory I (1i) the 1~92 carryin~ costs 
assooiated with fuel oil inventory levels in ' 
e)(cess of 5.0 million barrels; and (iii) 
assooiated interest; and 

Edison ~ill not refleot the eXpenses identified in 
the tracking account in its ECABF rate levels 
until the Commission issues a deoision finding 
such eXpenses reasOnable • 

3 
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5. Gas storage . .' 

Edison and th-6 DRA Aqre=e: to the provision~ ~c1esc,t1b~d'in • 
this paragraph"regatding Edison's management'of its,qas 
"storage inventory andrecOJnmend that they" be adopted for the 
Forecast ~eriod 1~ this pto¢eedin~. ." " 

(b) 

Edison has forecast a gas storage banldnq total 
inventory amount of 10 •• MMoth and oRA has forecast a 
storage banking total inventory of 7.1 HHDthl 

Edison and the DRA agree for fore6ast~putp6seS to 
ref lect 10.4 HMDth 6f qas storag$, bankiiul fOl: the 
Forecast Period in this proceedingJ _ 

(c) . Edison has also forecast a ~m09 season "storage 
i~ventory of 10.4 MMoth while the'DRA has forecast n6 
smog season storage inventory; 

(d) Given the importance of prot~ctir\t] airquallty in the 
LOs Angeles ai~ basin, the ORA and Edison agtee to 
raflect bOth the 10.4 MMoth of gAS for the gAs storage 
banking and the 10.4 KKoth of q~s f6rthe smOg seas~n 
inventory in the fOrecast for the 1992 Forecast PeriOd. 

6. Ratemaking Issues 

The DRA, in its Evaluatioli Report, raised the following • 
~atemakinq Issuest . 

(a) 

(b) 

(0) 

Removal 6f the nroundirtqs" which Edison inoluded in its 
calculation of its ECAC balance; " :' -

Removal of certain variable fuel hartdlirtg costs frOm . 
Edison's ECAC account; and . 

An adjustme'nt to Edis6n's CPUC Jurisdictional Faotor 
used in the E~Caccount to incorporate the use of 
"histor ie" 1 itu~ loss faotors. " 

The ORA Indicated that these issueswouid be addressed 
it its Reasonableness Report. The DRA also' raised the 
followinq issues in its EValuation RepOrts 

(d) 

(e) 

Recovery of legal fees asso¢iated with fuel suppli.r 
refunds through the ECACI and 

Modification of Part G.ll of Edison's preliminary 
statement to change the definition 6f a fuel oyole as 
it is used to determine a nuolear unit's Incentive 
Period. 

4 • 
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AT! AClIMENT B '. 
. Edison and the DRA agree th~ttnese issue's; . .if 'not 

resolved bythe_par~ie~,. should be addressed in t.he 
reasonableness phase 6f this proceeding and any'atte.ndant\-c:· 
adjustments to the'ECAC balancing account or modifications' 
to Edison's tariffs should be made in acc6rdance with the 
conunission deoision issued in the l"easonableness phase 'Of 
the proceeding_ 

7. ERAH. LIRA. MAAC and Base Rate ReVenue Changes 

sased on the ERABF reVenue requirement set forth' In 
Appendix 0 to this exhibit, EdisC?n and the ORA recOmm~nd . 
that the commission adopt an ERABF revenue increase in'this 
proceeding of $116.8 million. Edison and the ORA agree that 
the adopted revenue change shoUld incorporate Edison's, '. 
forecast December 31; 1991 balance in the ERAM Balanoing , 
ACCOUnt based on the latest available recorded balance. ' 

Edison and the ORA recoJDlllend that the commission ad(Spt 
a LIS revenue decrease in this proceeding of $32.6 million. 
Edison and the DRA agree. that the adopted revenue change· 
should incorporat~ Edison's forecast DecEunber 31, 1991 
balance in the LIRA Balanoing Account based on the latest 
available recOrded balance. ., . 

Edison and the ORA recommend that the commission adopt 
a MAABP revenue decrease in this proceeding of $12.8 ' .. 
million. 

Edison and the DRA r~commend that the commission adopt 
a Base Rate r~veilue decrease in this proceediilgof $5.>9 '. 
million to reflect increased Base Rate revenues foreca·st 
during 1992 attributable to estimated sales during 1992. 

8. Reyenue Allocation 

Edison and the DRA agree that the aVeragepriceot gas, 
including demand and transportation charqes, should ba used 
in the calcUlation 6f ma~9inal enerqy cast revenues as . 
opposed to using a marginal gas price which ignores deiDand . 
charges or some component of transportation charges •. This . 
is consistent with Edison1s 1988 GRC and two subsequent,EcAC 
deoisions (D. 87-12-066, page 2111 D. 90-01-048, Finding'ot 
Fact No.6; and D. 90-12-067, Conolusion of Law No. 17). 

9. Scobe and LimitatiOns 

Edison and the DRA will not contest in this proceeding, 
either in hearings or in any other manner before this. 
Commission, or in any other forum, the revenue chartqe and 
the IER recommendations contained in this exhibit. ~he' 
avoided cost lERs adopted in this proceeding are to be used 

5 
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solel.y for the purposeot ~~teiml~inq 'paYlnent$ t6QF~. " 
Except a.$e)(p~e!;slyc provld~~" for in this exhibit',' this j6int 
recotnlllendati6nshall ,not be'coilstrued -t~-',be ~9ce'ptance by,· 
Edison Or the ORA of the method6l6qyt respu1"ce ,assumptions" 
ar9uments, or positions taken independently by Edisof,<>rthe 
ORA in this proceeding. . ' 

Except as ~)(pressi.y provided. for in this' eXhibit, none 
of the principles or the methodol6qies underlying this joint 
recommendati(ul shall be deemed by the commission 0): any, 
other entity as pl'e:cedent in any pt"oceedin~ or in any , ' 
litigation e)(cept in order ,to implement in this proceedinq 
the recommendations contained bereio'. Edison and the ORA 
eXpressly reserve the right 'to advocate different prinoiples 
or methOdologies from·thoseunderlyinq this joint 
recommendation in other proceedings. 

Edison and the ORA understand and agree that this joint 
recommendation is subject to'each andeveryconditiort set 
forth herein, includ,inq' its acceptance, by the c9mmission in 
its entirety and withoutchange6r,coildition. , Edison and 
the ORA agree to extend their best ettort. to assure the 
adoption Of th~se recommendations'by't.he,commission as the 
basis fOr the ECAC revenue change and the IER tor the 
Forecast Period. 

10. ExecutiOn 

The undersigned on ~halt Of the parties they represent 
in this proceeding, hereby agree to abide by the conditions 
and recommendations set forth herein. ' 

oat~d this 19th day of September, 19~1~ 

southern california Edison 
mpany 
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J~AAV'~201: 1992 ECAC RtVtNu&¢HANo~·· 
" .-

• • • _ _ _ • "..;. _ • _ .' < ". • - _ _ 1 • _. _ "'. _ - • 

. ·-(thousands6t· DoU.ar&) .. 
- '. - '" 

- ----- .... -----------.... -.. -----------------.,-----~-~ ...... ---~--~.,~-------~-~-- ...... ----
t . I· a· , . . t, .. I Rov.nue : 

.:Linei t ,< ReVI\l~u. ipres6nt Rate, . Change: t 
:No. t Item ~R.quirement S 'RQVenues i (1" .;. (2) t 

• 

• 

• . ." , • • ~- - c • _ • • • • + "-

-~----------------------~--~--------------.---------------------------~---(1) ... (2) . (3) 

1. Enerqy cos<t Adjustment . ~ 3,210,248 
2..Siilinq Factor· (EcABF) 

3. Electric Revenue Adjustmerit 176,975 
4. -Silling tact6~ (EAABF) " ' .. 

7. 
i. 

iO. 

Major Additions· Adjustment 
Billing Factor (MAABF) 

LOW Incom~ Ratepay.r 
Assistant:e . (LYRA) 

Base Rates 1/ 

Total. EcAC 

o 
.. 

3,380,275 

3,28"1,327 (77,079) 

60,222 116,753 

.32 / 591 (3~~591l 

5,841 (12,189) 

5,937 (5,937) 

3,391,918 (11,643) 

1/ . Reflects increa*edforecact<· 19'92 base rat. revenue attributable to 
estimated sa.ltu) during 1992. . 

(END OF APPENoti A) 
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. ' ,'A ~cE/llRA:,:~:t'AP .". 
, JOINT ,. J'tECo~OATION;; <c:.. _ . 

CALCuLATION OF THE 'ENERGY" COST 'AOOU~TKENT 
BILLING FACTOR JtE\Ibtt1EREQU:ttU:HENT :,' 

FOR THE: 1992 rORE~A$T . PERioD ~'~ '"" ' . c 
(ThoU'sands 'of Doliars): c, " ' 

-- ~. '., 

___ -i..------;.---- ... -------------------.-..... --~-----~-~-..:..-'-... -- _;..~_. ___ ...... ___ ;.. ___ ..:.._~ 
S Line' 
t " No. : 

i 
.: Amount I Description 

--------------~-----~~--------~--------~.---~~------~-~~-~---------~~ 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 •. 
6 •. 

7. 
8. 

g. 

10. 
\1. 
12. 

.1). 

1 •• 

15. 

16. 
17. 

18. 

19. 
20. 

21. 
22. 

23. 
24. 

25. 

oil 
Chevron option payments 
Ga.s 
Coal 
Nuolear 
purchaced Paver 

sub-Total 
Lees: otf-Syste. Revenuos 

Sub-Totalt Fuel and PUrchased Power costs 

Plust Nuclear FUel carrying coat'S' 
Fuel Oil tarrying costs . 
Coal Carrying Costs 
Gas carrying casts 

sub-Total; FUel Inventory carryinq'costs 
, . 

Lasson the Sale of FUel Inventory , 

Total FUel, Purchased Power, and 
other Enerqy Related EXpen ••• 

CPUC Jurisdictional Percentage 

CPUC Jurisdictional Allocation 

Less: AER Expenses 1/ 

P1Uss Estimated Januart 1, 1992 ECAC 
Balancing Account Balance ' . 

sub-Total: ECABF Expense. 
Plust r.F. And U. Expenses 2/ 

Total ECASF Revenue Requirement 

.,381 . 
8,iOO 

444,44'0 
127,357 
126,2)5 

2,430,805 

3,141,318 
2),444 

3;117,874 

14,37' 
7,326 

756 
1,454 ' 

23,908 

'0 

3,141,782 

99.634" 

3,130,305 

41i91t 

3,178,284 
31,9'4 

3,210,248 . 

1/ Reflects .usp&nsion of the AER pursuant to 011 90-08-006. 
2/aaaod on an F.t. and U. Factor of O.g957t. 

(END OF APPENDIX~) . 

(END OF ATTACHMENT B) 
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A.91·OS-OSO Alum ** 
, 'U.tIJ/PiV/7 

',' A1fAtli4i~T't ' 
$OJT~U 'tAlIfcUIA 'io"$011 t~.m 
IEvEMuE IEOUIREMtMT t6NS6tIOATION 

fOlIATE OESIGIf ~$ 
EfittTlvt .lAWAi .... 20, 1992 

(T/ious.nds Of~l l.t~) 

aSZ2ZZ%ZSZZ2Z=Z::ZZ ••• &z= •••••• a •• zszzzz.sz •••••••• ~zzssz.a~a.~.asaaz.% •• sa.z.sz.zs •••• zzsszss:.zss.=~·· 
Il ftle t * i'r'esent Itte * ieven.ee t Reverue 'I 
a 10. I levet'ues 't Chang. I lequl r.ent t 
as%a2ZSzssZs.~sz=Z&=.szssz=:s=~~z •• ~szSt~.~=~z~.zsza.*~~.s.sst.s.t •• szs.:.z ••• zz.s •••••• &.z*.aaz.~ •• * 

1. AUTl!OItnEO l('ltl OF USE IATEiE't'tI«lES (AUU) 
~. Previously AuthOl'hecf l.tet '. ' II 3.~3,4&4 ... . .... 
3. t1·1992 Gat; D.91·12·076' . iI' 0 6a46a 4,011,952 

4. 'ost-ittfrelllel'lt leneflts, A.l. ~13-~ 3/ 0 ~':OS9 21,059 
5. post'Retlreft!nt l.ne.lt., A.l. 911'('A 3/ 0 25,219 25,219 

6. P.lo verde Unit 3 Oefert.l, 0.86·10·023 4/ 0 (20,201) (N,20H 
............. ••••••• 06" .... ~ ....... i..i 

7. Alint Effective JW'Ullry 1, '992 3,943,4&4 94,54S 4,038,029 

8. 1'110 Verde Unit 3 oefefr.t . . 0 20,201 2o,iOl ......... ..; .... ....... :'" .. • ..... ~.io •• .; • 

9. Aleu j Ufittive Jinai'y 20, 1992 3,943,4M U4,146 4.OSS,DO 

10. ENeRGY COST AOJUSTMtMT t~ (teAt) 
U. fuel w rurdl.sed pover 3,026,600 135.186 3,161,786 " 
u. I.l.nclng AtcOunt 260,721 , (269,()33) (S,3U) 
13. CoolWiter, D.91-10·03O 5/ 0 26,m 26,m 

~ii •• ' •••• "" 
............ ............... ..; 

14 • Subt6t.l'tCACl.tt levenUei 3,287,321 <107,SS2) 3, '19,m 
IS. ELECTllt .£vENUE ADJUSTMEM' illllMGfAcT6t (fiAt') 
16. I.lanelng Act~t ' 4,251 108,119 \12,570 
17. P.to Verde unit I 51,720 DO ~:'m 18. Plio Verde Unit 53,131 ..' (235) 

19. ;.10 Verde Un't '3 0 50,594 5O:St4 . 
20. Off-$ySt~'$eles (U,8&6) 16,90$ (31,98U '.: ... 

.................... ." .......... .............. 

21. Subtoul EWt bte tever'uet 60,222 175,813 236,~$ 

22. MAJOR ADOlTIONSAoJUSTIEMT cu.uSt (MAAc) 
23. $6NG$ 2 end 3 Pte-@ 0 0 0 

24. SClNG$ 2 trod 3 post·COO 32,591 (32,591> 0 

lS. O.C. Expensten 1\,336 0 11,336 
.............. ........... .. .................... 

26. W:ltoUl JW.t bte leveNet 43,921 (32,591) ",336 

27. ANNUAt EMeaG ... lATE'(Atl) 0 0 0 

2S. lOJ-IMCQE IAUPAYU A$SISy .... a (lilA) ~ 5,841 (1~,057) (6,216) 

29. TOTAL 7,340,80' 138,3S9 7,479,160 

11 .. sed en JlnJlry 1, \991 tUthOthed Alll. ($3,931,$47) lid 1992 sal" foreelSt., .. 
2! IntlucSes tedJCtlon t.~ t~vtt'ue teqJfr,.nh Ido9ted tn 1992 Cost of ClplUl ;t~eedfng 0.91·,,·0$9. 
}I Thts. tdditlons'lO Alilt at •• fftetCve fot one year only per,O.~I·01·006 In 1.90-07·031. 

A.l. 9U-( bet .. dltetC .... ~t.r 18, 199,. A.l. 911'E-" bet.- .ffectlve Ottlllller 31, '991. 
41 Included In 1992 AUlttuthOtlzed by GaC 0.9\012·076 , but Is not effective U'ltll ".,...ry 20, 1992. 
SI Th~ IYthorhed $78,8&6 Is to be .ottfzed over three yearS. 



• A.91·05·~6 AlljW *, 
(At:lUrEl/5 " 

AtfACtoEllll " 

s001HE~ tAlHOuIAEOi~ (~AlffteAt 
, ,. ' .EvtIU OElAIl' .' . 

UtKUve o.tei 1 .... ''( 20, 1992 

'. 'AGl I' 

••••••• , ..... , ••••••••••••••• ~ ••• ~ ........................ ' • .o ••••• .: ............ ~""'.'.';o".''' ••••.•••• .: ••••• ' ....... _ ........ i ........... •• ................ , ................... . 
t ,MEl ntHlil ," IEt~lfO t lEt ~lfO' . t ~ito ,J 
I . lEVEIlUES (1ft). I ttvElUs ('"> I ).EVEIIUE .' i, J • EVENUE " ' ' '. . I r""'t~l ;....... I 1,( t.t. $d1eWte i Iy .ett $chedJU t 1E000IiE"ur. i t iEQcJUEMEIII1 CIWlGE tROt PJEsiu Uft l£vElIUE t 

........ \ft: _........ SAlts t , ' 1I/0 llaA or 'I 1I/0 UlA Or ' ,Iy RIte Stht<lJt'l. Aboi. 'J If bte ,', 'tJ/O liM ' I 
. i feellltl .. ,a ..... ' •. 'eeilitiu ., .... , V/O lilA . ;ACIlUIES I SchedJte. ,I, I 

. . , (M), I AdJ. tor nonfl ... I Adj. tot IiOnfirti t (1ft) 'I", (1ft). "t (1M) '. t (SM)" S ,,' ti) , 
••••••• j ••••••• i ••••••• ~ ••••••••••• i.' .. I ••••••••••••• ~~ •••••••• , ••••••••• ~~ ••••••• , •••••••••••• i ••••••••• ; •••• ~ ••••••••••••••••• i •••••••••••••• ··i.~ .................... . 

(b). ' (d ' (d). ; (e) (I) " (,l 
lZ,n,> 

(h) 

~,696.834 ~.al 

POM£StlC 

, LlGlIlIlI~ • WI ' 
Gs·t, 'S'I-APt, CS·I·PS 'c·, ,,'. 

'0, ..... 45" 
GS'2'~'2'AP$, S(GS'Z) ,c .. IoGS " " 

--- ... - '. 

,otAL~'2 

TOYAL L1C1tlllG,. SlIP 

LAlGE PIlwE. t 
0·2 tY 

t-$OkV 

SO. kV 

TOTAL 

AC & f\WIIGt' 

'A·' ,OJ·PA·' 
loHA 
tW-ALMP·2 
PA·2 

TOtAl AG & ...... IIIG 

SUlT01AL 

Sl & AAtA i'f 
IO'AL 

(.). ' 

22,~.5 2.624.295 ' 2.696,834 2.~96.834 0 

4,nl.7 5n,~96 569,511 0 569,511 15,:~ 

154.' 11. 2 11,$30 ° 11,530 . 

............ 6 .•.•.•....•..••... .,~~~~ .. ~.~ .. ~~~~ . . ~.~ .. ~ ...... ~., ~.~.~~.6 ... ~i~.~~~~ 6 •.• ~A.' •••• 6."~. ~ ... ,.~ ... ~,.~~.~4 . 
4,492.2 51O,n1 S8l,IOl Sal, 101 0 5&7.101 16,)64 

ZO~Z78.4 2,163,;10 2,234;831 0 l~Z34,83~ , 10,86~ 

52. , 5, 19 6.115, , ',.'. ,1S 6,190 196 

..., •••• .i ..... ~ •••••••• i •• ' •• 4 •• ~.~~ .... ~~~-.,~~~~. • ............. :-~,t.a.~ ... ~ ... ,~.~.,.~ .... ....... e._ .................. .l .... ' ....... • ••••• 6 ••••••••••• 

,20,330.$ 2,16.,"'. . ~,W,O", t,~41,014 ' 1S , 2,2:41.029 _ _ 11,065 

, ...... iii' ..... •••••• 4~ ••• ~~ •• ,~. •• ~ ••• ~~ •• ~'.A •••• ..... " ....... ;.~ .... -! ...... ..; ••• 4 ••••• ~ •• ~ ••• ~~~ •• ' .• i.~.'~~i~ • ·~~ •• ~.~ •• i~.~.~~i. 

24,R2.7 2,740,686 ~,828,1I5 Z,elS,1IS 15 2,828, ,jO 81,429 

7,m.1 681,069 615,5Z1 615,S21 0 675,521 (5,542) 

7.Z22;,~ Ss4,1~1 600,1'7& 
606 1

118 
. 6 600,118 16,041 

" 

6,5st.a ~21,2U ' .. 'O~;6~ 403,654 4) , 403.654 (1,,5~) 

••• i~."io'.'" ...•••.••..... , ... 6 ••• ' •• i.' ...• ~ .• · ••......• , ... ~, . ••••••••• ~4 ••••••• ~ . ~ .••.•...•....• ,. .. , .... ~ ...... , ... 
21,016.4 1,686,«5 1,619,360 .,67'~,560 0 1,679,360 (1,085) 

1,093.2- It6, no "z,m 0 11~,~ 2~2sa 

118.4 to,145 10.~S 0 10,965 ' 220 

286.2 25,S19 26,549 19 26,4ze 5Z9 

111.2 16 e15 17,lll 0 H.ll\ 3(6 

,u.s . $O:81~ $1,881 0 51.Ml I,OU 

......... " .. ..••......•.•.. ~.~ •••••• 4 ••••••• ,.·· 
.••....•..•.. , .. . •...••....•.•••... . ....... ~.~ ...... ~ .....•.•••.•...•.• 

2,211.' 214,401 hS,80S 218~8O$ 19 tlS,8M 4,391 

70,406.9 1,26$,834 1,423. 't4 1 ,4il, It4 t4 7.423,208 151,280 

2.~ 
~.9i 

t.n 
J.3X 
J.n 

J.n 

J.n 

·O.al 

l.n 
·~'.n 
,o.n 

2.U: 
2.11 
2.11 
2.11 
2.11 

2.11 

t.~~ 

·9.n 410.S 36,65. '" 29,79s 19,195 . ]iZ,37z U,1U (6,863) 
~ •••••• ~~i ••••••••••••••• ~~.~, •• ~ ••••••••. ~.~ •• ~ ••••••• ~ •••• '~_i •• "~i.~ •• ~~.,'~ •• •• .~ •.••. ~ •.. ~ ••.•• 4 ~ ••• ~~ ••• ~.~j." •• 

10,879.2 1,302,495 1,452,910 1.452,910' 32,466 1,485,376 150,4'1 1.1~ 
......................... &~ ............ a ••••••••• s ••••••••••• ~.~ •• ~.z.taRa •• a •••• a ••••••••••••••• z ••••• t •• t •••• s.t.z~ ••••••• t •••••• *·2 



. ~fiACfOolElil b 

sooiilE*.1C tAllfORlltA.iolsoN (WAAY -
" -~ ",i£VENVE oEtAll _,' 

(Heel Ive O.t~i leiMt)' 20, '992 

.......... ~ ......... "~ ................. ~ •••••••••• ' •• " .............................. ',' ........... ,," •. ; ............... I ............ ~ ••••• ; ......................... 1 .... ~ ... ~ ••••••••••••••• II 

I . , USS= liSt: . ' . lhs:. * lEss; i USS: t AOOPIEO' t t • 

,.:U~f : ,J;}EO : ~~EO : ~l(O: ~UO: ~~to : ~'() : ~~tO: R:~~ : WJEO 

:: tom 
tusTMl~, lA$tl~vElM tlASE I£YtNVE tlA$t REY .tQ:.Evt~ ito: . ltv .£0.'1 ,itv REO ,lEv.tQ I ifv lto I .tauIWCUI l lEV Ito I t OHms 

tEVENUE '.' t R£WJi£.Pltllf t 1001 EPW: t' tOOl E~ t o.ot6 t 0.000 * 0.3)] t 0.000 t I 0.025 t t 
. . ' ,<IM)- . I .'_ , .... ) t (~) I ( .... ) * tilt) t <1M> , (1M) . 'ttll'l) t (SfC) _t ($14) t t ('K) t 

••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• j ••••• ~ •••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ) ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

oMsnt 
u! .. U) (1) in (.) (n) (0) '. (p) (q) , (r) (I) 

1,4 2,441 1,453,152 1.453,752 ),56] () 14,IM 0 1,165,331 (18.092.0) 11,151 

lIG"tliC -W,·, .' m.m 14~'51 
CS-1, 'S"'APS, GS';'pQ 507.6&? 307.6&9 694 0 0 246,iJl l,otO.8 n,IU 

te·l . 8,522 8,19] 8.19] 2S 0 SIS 0 a.191 34.1 519 

................. 6. .... .... "."', ... " .. ............ i i ..... ....... ..;i~.~.J ...... i. .............. ............. '0: •• ;. ....... .- . .. , .... " ... • ......... " ...... &- . .............. ................... 

IOIAf's·"· 306.na Jt6,48l 316,48.2 719 0 ",~' 0 254,935 1.10$.9 IS, 684 

C$·26 tS'~'-API, 
$(GS·2) 1,159,'18 1,20',611 1,204,671 ).~4S 0 61, ~5i . 0 959,366 5,005.1 to. &02 

IOU' S ' .3,~4' 3.361 . ].382.' IS 0 . 174 0 ·2,626 ' '2.9 lal 

........... , ........ ................. ........ " ......... ~ ....... ,,.; ...... & ... ............. :to ...... ,i. • ••• " ••• -1 •• ,;,..' .... ;, ~ .......... , .... .... , ............ ..................... . ........... 
fOTAl ~.·2 1,1~,71a 1,208.033 1,20S,t~3 3,253 () 61,nl " 0 ~61,992 ' 5~ot8-.5 10,964 

TO!Al u'GllfltG ~ 
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W 1.469,«6 1.524.$20 IJS~',5}5 '~9n 
' 0 el,697 0 1,216.921 . 6,121.4 86,66& 

WGE ;Mit J6.C,m 364,149 24,2909 ~8S,913 
o·z tv 364,149 1,1.61 0 0 1.800.4 25,(66 

i·SO tv 3Oa~m '. liJ,S]1 ]ilJU1 1, \5.6 0 24,063 0 ~5','~& .,lISl.G 2S,219 

so. tV ~2s'189 211,593 211,593 . . t 050 0 21,854 0 16],15& 1,61"'.J 22,90] 

................ ..". ....... ,." ... "',-. • ,,~ .... ;a ...... ...... ,f$~."., .. ...................... ,., .. .................. ,. . , .............. .. ......... .i.--.1. ...... ... .i ....... " ..... .. ............... 

TOTAl 898;946 905.214 m,H' '.372 0 lO,~16 0 100,495 5,202.1 13,5&5 

AC,MJWC. 626lO 'A-I· .' 
67,13i 61.132 irS 0 3,642 0 ","~ 269.9 ',811 

Too'PA" 6'CI06 6,438 . 6438- 19 0 3~ 0 4 114 29.2 , J.4 

TOO·PA U:lS~ 14,207 14;286 46 0 ' 95] 0 ":142 10.6 m 

TOU-AlMP'Z 9 156 9.816 9.816 27 0 UO 0 6801 U.S 5~S 

PA'~ 26:644 28,5604 28,5604 81 0 1. 1 0 .21:421 133.9 ',894 

.................. .............. .. .... j.., ....... ............... .................... " ................. ................ ........... , ..... .. ......... " .. . ............ 
TOTAl At-' PUMPJMC 111,678 1Z~, 157 126,236 lS4 0 1,368 0 &4,921 54S.9 1,ll\ 

MtOIAL - 3,8M,S" 4,009.702 4,~,m U,i61 0 234.-46$ 0 3, t67.633 (6,216.0) l45,129 

ST & MiA Let 
- f" . ;,'S67 '2,092 
22,~07 ;. _ .. , . 16,06\ 48,434 1$ 0 0 0.0 1.64~ 

••...•.•. ~.~,., .~~~~~.~.~ .. ~, " .... "."" ... ~. ~ •••••• i~~~ •••••••••••• " ..... .;, •••• i.~ .... •• ~4.4i~.6 ... 4 •••••••• , ..................... ~~ ...... . .............. 
TOTAl. 3,911,<111 .. 4,025.1M 4,025,164 4.053,230 11,336 . 0 236,035 0 3,179,115 (6.~f6.(1) 241,)11 ............... ............. .t ...... at•• • •••••••• z ••••••••••••• 
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4,0$&,230 
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•• ,i ........ . 

D _ 

es-1 
GS-2 
tOTAL _ 

Tc.J·8~SEC . 
TOO~8'''1 . 
TW'8-U .- . _ c 

TOTAL TOO 

AC 
st let 

iotAl 

GlOSS 
SALES 
(eMI) 

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

22.298.3 

4.492-'-2 
2O,330.S _" 

........ i.-i~ • .l 

24,812.1-

1,293.1 
1.222.9 
6,5S9.8 

.......... iIo ... 

21,016.4 

2,ZI1 .5 

,4to.l 
•• io ..... ~ ...... -

70,879.2 

• 
.(tfAC~UO . 

SOJillfRllCAlttcitllA EOlWi(wAlil - .' 
. _. _ OfVElOPtcut Of lilA lEV ito . . -. 

,lb¢pTEOJAMJAlJ 20, 1992 CiMIIIEo ure (WGE 

SALES IIOt . liS 
SUlJECT to ' AbIUSTED 

liS SALES us 
(Gw)·· . (GWH) (Uk'oll) .. ; .............. .... -,;,-................ '" ~.;. ....... a. ...... 
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ltU·"i<lf'· r '.'SUI' Zl"~H 
01 

l6.n • '.li Ull S.514 0.14' 1.3lS · " 
.. " •• to '.10 •• JO '.Slt S.S14 l,UI '.1'1) t.'" i.HS S.S&l I.IH 

Ot, •• 00 '.00 •• 00 '.Sll 1.'11 ).101 1.3<1& .. ", U~ S.IU S.I&' 

01' 
•• 00 '.00 ••• I,St! I.SU I.SOI 1.501 '.)" J.)61 l.Ul ).UI 

...... ;;.... lro,'A·.. ' . "~IMtUAAl (11(. • S4.ft Sf ».,~ . .".." I.n· 1.~l . '.m . 0.349 t.14S • 
, """"'; . Of.' . '. 0.00 "'.00 ,.00" . !.eo.! l.la) C.67) 0.'4' 1,114 .... I.~' 
..... ........ . Off." " .." '.00 . '.M '.00. ..eol '.J4, 1.149 '.Ht }.SOO .' 1.500 .............................................................................................................................................................................. 

• 
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PAGE 5 

tAct> /l'!E1/S 
$(mlltlll CAlIt'OUIA tOIsc.. (WAlfY 
ttftCIlYE OATEf JAM»AT 20, 1992 

U·1 ...... :.: J. • All Jllt"T SttVICE '992 

lAse 6tfS£T M lAsE bfiSfl 10M' flffIl:Gl' lOTAl lASE TOtAL Offset 

(WEIGT (IItlG'f PEl ENE I" t~. (wEiGl' tHC. (HAAG( UiI.MP·..-J) EMEIGJ IIOIC-£IIEIGY BASE (MUGY IOUl AKJtuAL 

\fAns luEliS IlATE IlAlE MOIIIN (It 5) (Z • 5) .... te ( 4+5+6 ) lEvtMllES lEVEWES lEvlwES ItvtNUES uvtus MWIf 

........ ........... .. ~ ........ . ....••... ............... . ........... ............ .............. ... ............ • ..... 4 ••••• -.......... ~ ., ......... . .......... . ........... . ............. 
IIiCANDEscE., lAMPS 

U) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (1) 

103 1.000 (I.013U 0.02920 l5.S55 0.41166 '.03765 6.24 7.75 2,655 35.119 31,714 S,MO 45,614 199.991 

202 2,500 0.013Z7 0.02920 69.690 0.92S01 2.0550' 6.24 9.lO 2,6119 11,591 ZO,2Q6 5,139 lS,94S 196.526 

521 4,000 0.01327 0.02920 112.8\5 1.49142 ::m~ 6.25 11.04 is 186 '01.625 133;4\1 56,na 190,139 1,942.614 

. 443 6000 O.G13ll 0.02920 154.560 Z.OS151 6.20 lZ.16 8:96' 27,082 36,043 19,114 SS,ln 61'S."S 

MUM' v.vOl lAWS 
O.OUll O.0292a 6:23 42.464 SS,S4a J04.049 

'00 .4,= 45.195 O.599M 1.3191) e.15 4,089 46,55] 8,m 
115 7, 0.0'327 0.0Z920 74.520 0.98912 2.1160S 6.20 .9.57 40,451 ZSl,SS5 m 006 as,992 ~:to' 

3.047.510 

2SO 12 000 0.OU21 0.029Z0 103.845 .. 1.51S36 5.03236 6.23 10.64 S,eS5 26,465 3Z:320 12,ast "'.134 
400 21:000 0.01321 0.02920 163.510 2.11051 4'mll 

6.61 13.56 34,~2 104.306 us, sse n,JS3 211,911 . 2, StO.So1 

700 41,000 0.01327 0.02920 217.035 3.6"\S 8. 6.67 tS.~ .,89~ 3.«2 5.339 4.114 9,511 142.950 

1,000 S5000 0.01327 0.02920 591.515 5.19146 U.434J3 6.67 23. 24 320 S6~ S49 1,11& 18.7'96 

IIIGIl HUSultE $OO11JiI 
O.GUll 0.02920 2O.<UO 0.26560 .O.Sa431 6.23 1.0$ 94,825 2,224.260 Z,319,08$. 208,611 2,527.698 7,1«.050 

50 4.= 0.01327 0.02920 2&.635 0.3&008 0.83611 6.20 1.42 152,615 U,216,961 13 029 S&2 1,655,741 14,68S,J21 56.101.761 

1~ ~·SOO 0.01327 0.02920 40.365 O.SlS17 I. '7869 6.20 1.~1 ',132,&0$ n,IO&,~ 14:241;716 2,492,158 16,131.874 6S,345.134 

tSO 16:000 0.01327 0.02920 66.5M O.amo 1.~U4 6.24 9.01 32,,8~ 2,2n.606 Z,594,481 108.129 3,JOZ.616 24.2S0.2S7 

200 22,000 0.01327 &.02920 84.810 1.12650 2.4me 6.60 10.20 189,41 4,625,1)42 5,414.452 1.736.~ 1.'~t,t'o 59,473.&41 

250 27,500 0.01321 .02920 101.985 1.4ll11 5.' 326 6.62 11.21 143,755 663,960 M1,715 316,159 t,121,974 10,830.464 

. '00 . SO,OQO 0.01121 0.02920 161.125 2.22094 4.e8604 6.70 n.8t S3,~ 161.J6l 214,aS2 tll,61'S 532,521 4,029.855 

ltw ~RUME SOOIl ... 
0.02920 JS 4.= 0.01127 zt.ns 0.2&&49 0.63468 6.71 1.69 5 a1 M a 92 0.261 

5S 8, O.on21 0.02920 28·m 0.13466 0.&4624 6.71 8.00 33,104 586,147 619.45' 13,26& 692,719 2,SI)9.088 

90 13,500 0.01321 g.0292O 45.1 0.~9ge8 I.5197J 7.10 9.62 785 to,on 10,8S7 l,n6 J2,S&,J 59.115 

135 2l1~ 0.OU27 .02920 62.~ 0.aJ143 1.~J52 1.91 10.64 n,321 loa,2~ 119,535 24,90~ 144.492 8S1.9J~ 

tao 33, 0.01327 .02920 79. 1.04e65 2.J0102 1.n U.08 . 0 0 0 0.000 
............ •• 6 ........ .............. . ........... ..~ • .i ...... . ............... 

TOTAL "ll lilt"' 3,460,998 36,6~5.641 41), "6,645 1.6t4. III 41, no, lU 260,750.282 

• t InetudH PUC lfhbJt"elllent fee 
............ . ........... ............ . ......... . .......... . ............. 
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CAtoJM£I/5 
sWiHdlC CAWOtIII" EoiS6li: tQF.ut 
EfFECII't'E OAfE: JAilUAAY 20, 1992 

l$·1 
a .. a •••• a • MIDlleN' SERVICE 1992 

lAS( QFFSU KWII , ·."SE offSET .-EwEIGy TOTAL aASE 
lKiIf-tMEIGY . 

TOTAL OffstT 

EIIU:GY (IIUGY PEl ENERGY eMG. (IIER'Y eRG. CIIAlGE (tiLNIP·..o) tllU« .. eASE· hERG' .. 1~~~S AWtIJAl 

\iAns LlIEn lATE lATE MOlt .. (1)-(:5) (2)-(3) lATE ( 4+5+6 ) RlvEUS HvElUS REVENUES IIEVEIU$ . JMt 

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

lllCAJ«)t seE IT lJJIII$ 
(1) (l) (1) (4) (S) (6) (1) 

10J 1,000 0.02012 0.02920 17.90 0.371M O.S2J9S 6.24 7." . 0 I) 0 0 0 0.000 

202 2,SOO 0.0lOn 0.029Z0 35.Iaa 0.72921 1.02152 6.24 8.00 .. 0 0 0 O· 0 0.000 

327 4,000 O.OlOn 0.02920 S6.963 1.180(6 1.66337 6.25 9.09 0 g 0 0 0 0.000 

. 448 6,000 O.OlOn 0.02920 78.042 1.61728 2.27889 6.20 10. to 0 0 ·0 0 0.000 

IElCUR' VAPOR lNI>S 
0.02920 22.820 0.47290 0.66636 6.11 0 

100 4,000 O.020n 7.~ 0 0 0 0 0.060 

ITS 7,900 O.olOn 0.02920 37.62.7 0.1791'S 1.09874 6.20 8. .. 0 ·0 8 0 0 0.000 

2SO 12 000 O.OlOn 0.02920 52.434 t.oe66O 1.53112 6.i} 8.85 0 0 g 0 0.000 

'00 21:000 O.020n 0.02920 82.571 I.Ull 2.4"'5 6.61 10.n 0 8 8 0 0.000 

700 41.000 O.oiOn 0.02920 139.883 2. 4.OM71 6.67 13.65 0 0 0 0.000 

1,00055.<M» 0.OlOn 0.02920 191.717 UW1l) S.ffl51 6.67 16.54 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 

II Gil PRESSURE SOO 1'.." 
0.02920 0.29s0S i:ft '. ° 50 4,000 O.02On 10.104 0.20939 6.Z} 0 '0 0 0 0.000 

10 5 eoo O.02On 0.02920 14.459 0.29964 0.422i2 6.20 ° 0 0 0 0 0.000 

100 9:500 O.02On 0.02920 20.381 0.'2236 0.S9S14 6.20 7.2i I) 0 0 , : g 0 0.000 

150 t6,O()I) g.020n 0.02920 33.621 o.~ O.~176 6.24 1.92 I) 0 O. 0 0.000 

200 22,000 .000n 0.02920 42.853 O. l.lSl}5 ·.6.60 8.74 ° 0 0 0 0 0.000 

250 21,500 o.OlOn 8.02920 54.525 I. 1m} I.S9 18 6.62 9.l4 I) 0 .0 0 0 0.000 

'00 50,000 O.020n .02920 84.481 1.15OM U6709 6.70 ·'0.92 I) 0 0 0 0 0.000 

LCN PRESUE sto It .. 
O.Ci012 0.02920 to.9TS 

8'
l2048 6 0 

35 4,800 0.2274' 6.77 . 1.32 0 0 0 0.000 

55 8,m O.OlOn 0.02920 t4.M3 0.lOl24 .42730 6.77 . 7.50 I 0 .0 
g 

0 0.000 

90 13, O.020n 0.02920 22.820 0.4mo .66636 7.70 8.84 0 . g 0 0.000 

135 22,~ 0.OlOn 0.02920 31.704 0.6510, 0.92578 7.97 ~.55 0 8 0 0 0.000 

'50 n, O.OlOn 0.02920 )9.892 0.8266 1.16488 7.n .71 0 0 0 0 0.000 
......... , •• iIIt •••• .A. ........ <Ii ........... ~ .. ............. ....... " ......... ............... 

TOTAL .UOIIGHT 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 
.... ..... " .......... ..." .......... ," .... ........... ....... ................ ...~ ........ . ............... 

TIMED AUlClllIAAr kiwEl DEvicE 

Of:VlCE eWGU O.02On 0.02920 44 0.9"82201$ '.28483847' 11.09 1.368 16,m 18,003 '.927 19.930 66.000 

CUSTCltEI eWGU 65.00 0 I, .... 1,9S0 . O· 1,950 0.000 
•....•.••.. ....... ~ .. ............... • ••••••• ,i .............. ............. 

TOTAL U·' 3,462.36& 36,61',2U 40,136,598 7,616,064 ~7.T5Z,66i 260,816.282 
........... * •••• s:aa •• .• s&s-.a •••• .. :Z~:c.cs: ••• az.s&.aass tSSSSSS:lSSS 

- I Incl~ PVC Ithilur'ellMt 1M 

• • • 
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A.9,·OS·oSO ALJ/W * , .. AlTACWItT E PAU J 

(ACO/MEI/5 SWTlfEU CAllfoRltlA EDt. tcfIPAlil 
ftffCJJV'f bAlfi JAl'J,Ul 20, '992 

U·2 
•• a •• Ka A • MJl.JJPlE sElVICI/All lulu '992 

lASE OffSET rw lAsE OffSET l16li- tllE*Gt tOTAL SAsE TOTAL OffseT 

(wE*Gl ENf*Gl fEl ENERG! '"G. ENEIGt 'IC. tWeE (S/lMP-I«») tNtRGt lIOIr'EIIERG! iASE IN£II:Gt TOTAL AIOIUAl 

WAITS LlKIIS lATE lATE JIIOIIIt (1 • ) (2 • J) lATE ( '+$~ ) JEYElUS IMUS lEv£IIlIES aEVEUS II:EV£NU(S JI'oM 

....... ........... . ............. . ................ . .......... ..jo ........ • ....... iI. .... . ................ .. ... " ........ ............ ....... i ........ ............ • ........ 4'~ .. . .............. . ............ 
(I) (2) eJ) (4' (S) (6) (7) 

JIlCANOESCUJ LAWS 
O.G,iil 0.02920 1.03165 tOJ 1.000 n.5lS 0.47166 0.19 2.30 s&3 916 f.SS9 1.283 2.M2 0.921 

20Z 2 S\\O 0.01321 0.02920 69.690 0.9250' 2.0JSCJl 0.19 J.15 2.209 I.Ul 4,096 4. uo 8,956 '66.420 

321 ';000 0.0,)21 0.029~ 112.815 1.'~742 3.2IX30 0.79 S.SS 6,m 1.555 '0.29] ":&24 25,117 501.664 

444 6,000 O.OU21 0.02920 t54.WJ 2.OSU~ ·'.51329 0.19 1.n 1,40J 540 1,94J 3.081 5,030 105.119 

690 10.000 0.01321 0.02920 m.oso 1.'596 6.95127 0.19 10.90 1,024 2S6 I,zao 2,252 l,SJ2 n.12S 

MUCURY VAPOt LMPS 
100 4,* O.OU21 O.o29~ 45.t9S 0.59988 1.31971 0.79 l·U 13,368 ',,~ 3JJ.9n 29,409 60,341 1,001. 'is 

115 79\)) 0.0.1121 0.02920 74.S20 0.98912 2.17605 8.79 3. 24,214 1,1l9 n,SS) Sl,210 96,821 1,824.250 

250 12;000 0.01121 0.02920 '03.804S 1.3m6 3.03236 .7'1 5.20 9,742 S.s.M 15,326 2',413 36,7S~ 733.916 

400 21,000 0.01121 o.ggzo 163.S30 2.170S1 4.mi2 .0.7'1 7.74 ns,JS.6 49."0 fSS,I66 298,66' m,821 10.221.820 

700 41= 0.01327 O. 2920 271.0JS 3.6711S a.0e966 0.19 12.56 66,498 14.~ 8O,T84 146,29J 221,071 5,009.901 

1,000 SS' 0.01321 O.O~ 39'.575 5.'91" 11.4"31 0.19 11.42 8,545 l.m 9,&44 '3.198 28,642 . 64l.14~ 

JIGII PlESWRE $(;(111M 
SO 4.000 0.01321 0.02920 ~.o'G 0.26560 0.5&41' 0.79 1.64 ',156 12.362 16 SIS 9,'43 2S.661 311.116 

70 s.aoo 0.01)21 0.02920 28.63S ~.38OOa 0.83611 0.19 2.01 SI.~ tOl.4S6 159:'54 IIJ,115 2n.8t9 3.t94.911 

,00 9500 0.01321 0.02920 1:.365 .535" U~ 0.79 2.50 50,911 15. '57 126.125 tl2. '16 23&,264 J,804O.165 

150 16:000 0.On21 0.02920 .S3S 0.8a380 1.~34 0.79 3.~ 78.315 1O,OS7 144,U2 In.424 120,as& S,904.1S& 

200 22,m 8.01]21 8.02920 M.370 1.'265:0 2.4182& . 0..19 4.39 216,180 151,604 361 T84 415,592 841,J76 f6,2e6.892 

250 21,S .(1)21 .02920 107.985 t.43]31 3.,SJ26 0.7'1 S.lS 232,981 128,416 361;403 S12,56& 873.911 ~ 1',SSJ.I7a 

310 11.000 0.(1)21 0.02920 132.1]5 1.15386 1.8S846 0.7'1 6.40 11. 80S 8,020 25.82S 39,171 64.996 '.341.435 

400 50,000 0..01321 0..02920 '61.125 2.22O'X '.88604 0.19 1.90 t46,955 52,273 '99,228 321.299 5U,Sl7· lI.on.561 

tOol PlUUE ~IIM 
35 "S 0..01321 8. 02920 21.735 0.28&49 0.6346& 0.79 1.71 1.4&S 4.061 $.S52 3.261 8,8'~ UI.892 

SS 1~:S 8·0n21 .02920 ~.980 0.lM66 0.8462' 0..19 2.02 28.189 59,'21 81.916 63,3]6 151,252 2,163.919 

,u .01121 0.02920 n.l9$ O.S9988 1.31973 0.19 2.71 . &42 1,109 1.951 I.S53 3.eM 6].4S4 

22,500 0.01121 0.02920 62.190 0.8no 1.81352 0.19 3.46 2',3]) 23,065 41,398 5J,S32 100.9lO l,an.2U 

.80 33,000 O.OU21 0.02920 19.005 1.04U5 2.3OlOl 0..19 4. IS 10.e60 8,'S' '9.0U 21,891 42.932 513.116 
........... • .JI ......... . ............. .. ••••• 4 ..... ..~ ......... .. ... " ......... 
'. U5,516 815,630 1.95I,tU 2.498,1U 4,449,263 8S,549.0J 

............. .......... . ..•..••.. . ......... . .......... .. ........... 

• • I ne (udet PUC Ie htJuue.ent f H 
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A.~I·()S·OsO AU/1M * AliACtKU f .. . .. ;At.E 8 

CACO/ME./5 
SQrlHfRII tAutORIiJA EDISON CMAIft 
uncmt CAtEI JAllJlJY~, 1992 

lS-Z 
zaz-zs-:_ •• MUlTIPLE SfRVICE/MICIIGHl 1992 

lASE OFfSfl k\III BAst .Offsir lIOII·tlitt, TOTAL a.;Si tOTAL Qf~SEl .. 

EWEiG' EMUG' pflt EIIERGl (KG. EllEiGY CMG. tKAlGE (./LAMP·Mel) ENEUY II(I(:EwftGY edt fIIERGY tOtAl ANMJAl 

VAHS LIMNS JATE RATE MOIl'. (1 • 3) (2 • 3) RATE ( 4+5~ ) *EvtU$ lEvEtUS REvENUES *EvEIUS .tEYEIM:S KIH 

............ ............. ............... .j. ••••••••• . ....•...• . ............. .... i ........ ................ ............ ;. .. ........ ,;. .. . .... " ........ ..." ........ . ... ~ ..... ~ .. ....... 4 ..... .. ............. 

INCANDEscENT LAMPS 
(I) (2) (3) (U (5) (6) (7) 

103 1.000 o.o~n 0.02920 1&.633 O.3U\4 0.54410 0.79 l.n 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 

202 2.~ O.020n 0.02920 36.5U O.1Sn1 1.06106 0.19 2.61 o ,. 0 0 0 0 0.000 

321 4. 0.02On 0.02920 59. lSI, 1.2iSU 1.72735 0.19 3.14 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 

U8 6,000 O.02On 0.02920 &1.043 \.61941 2.36653 0.79 4.&4 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 

690 ,0 000 O.020n 0.02920 124.821 2.58669 3.6«&8 .0.19 7.02 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 

MElWn vAibR lAll'S 
\00 4,000 o.ozon 0.02920 23.698 0.1,91 to 0.692ob 0.79 1.97 ~ 0 ·0 J 0 0.000 

115 1900 O.ozon 8:&~ 39.014 0.80914 1.1'* 0.79 2.74 U 134 230 3.2~ 

250 ,,z:000 0.02On 54.451 1.1~O 1.59002 0.79 3.51 64 U .,5 '9$ 210 3.Z61 

400 21,000 O.020n 8:m~ as. 141 1.11695 2.S0:sa9 0.1'9 5.01 362 161 S23 511 1,034 11.492 

100 41.= O.020n 145.263 3.01032 4.2-,'8' 0.19 8.04 0 0 0 0 0 ' 0.000 

1.000 55. O.OiOn 0.02920 205.322 4.25493 5.99S54 0.19 11.04 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 

IIGII ttESWRE SOOJlII 1~.491 0.21141 0.3063$ O.ri-
50 4,000 0.02012 0.02920 I.Sl - 0 0 .0 0 0 0.000 

10 ~.&OO O.OiOn 8:gmg , .015 0.31116 0.43&45 0.19 1.54 '46 370 st6 lOS . nl 1.021 

tOO ,~ O.020n 21.165 O.nM1 0.61~ 8.19 1.8S 574 1,on "fJ 808 2,415 21.6&4 

150 16, 0.02012 O.029ZO 34.914 0.n353 1.019'$2 .19 2.53 52- . 57 7l . 182 2.S14 

W) ,z2,OOO O.020n 0.02920 44.50J 0.92220 1.29947 0.19 3.0' 416 40& 8M 611 I.S55 22.961 

250 21,500 0.02On O.O~2O 56.622 1.17339 1.65341 0.19 3.62 . 56 30$ ~ 19 113 2.71& 

310 31.000 o.o~n 0.02920 69.285 l.n58~ 2.02318 0.19 4.25 0 0 8 0 0.000 

400 ... SO,OQO o.o~n O.omo 87.131 l.a181 2-.S62GO 0.19 ,5.11 0 0 0 0 0.000 

lOll Pl(SUE SOOllle 
O.o20n 0.~20 8.33280 35 4.800 11.391 0.23618 0.19 1.l6 0 .0 0 0 0 0.000 

55 8000 O.020n O.O~20 15.1~ 0.31491 .44314 0.79 I.SS 91 228 319 ti8 U7 4.376 

90 \3:S00 0.02<112 0.0 2<1 23.698 o·m'O 8.69200 o.~ 1.97 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 

~~ 22.= O.g2012 0.029~ 32.924 O. 29 .96141 g.19 2.U 41 U a& 53 146 1.915 

33, O.20n 0.029 41.426 0.85848 1.2'096& .19 2.36 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 
......... , .. &.. .............. •• 110 ....... • 

............. ~i ............. ............... 

, t.9J4 l.U5 4.38? ; 2124 , .. 7,111 93.m 
.. ~.4 ......... ....... ~ ...... . ...... ~ .. .*6'.!;'~_ . ............ . ............. 

rOTAl LS·2 flUIPlE I,U7.4S0 8'S.OSS 1.955.$35 2,$(10.&41 '.4S6~116 tS.64,z.731 

• t rnel~ Puc ae'rllur'.e-ent IH 
... 4i ............ ..... " ......... •• 1- ......... . ......... .............. 4 ...... •••• ... •• 

• • • 
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A.91·OS-OSO AU/W * . .. At'ACMMtIf' ~ PAU 9 

tACOJMt8,S 
SOJTtlER.. tAUFOOIiA. EOI' CQ4PAlIJ 
(ffECTlvE CArEl JANUAtY 20, 1992 

lS-2 
a.1I ••• * t • SEIIES S£IYICE/All IfIGKT 1~2 

tA.U . Offset l\III lASt OffStT . P-Elt£tGY TOrAl .~st TOTAL MfSE' 

lllE.S 
ENERGY (IIEiG{ ;U ENEtCY CK~. EIIERGY C~. (wGt (SJI»F'~) EIIERGY 1iOII-ENERGY eASt (IiElGY TOTAL ANJAl 

VAns lATE lATE MON'. (I • ]) (2 • ]) lATE ( 4+$+6 ) lEYUUES REvENUES REVENUES REYEwE$ I£YEUS JMI 

........ .............. ......... , .. . .......... ." .......... .......... " .. ............ . ........... ......... ~ .. .. ............. .............. .................. .. ............... .. ............... 

IIftA)IOE san lAMPS 
(I) (2) (]) (4) (S) (6) (1) 

'0] 1.000 0.01327 0.02920 29.523 0.39193 0.86U4 1~55 4.80 4,416 40,001 U.,Ul 9.116 54."] ]32.n2 

202 2.500 0.01321 0.02920 64.561 0.85701 1.88S41 1.55 6.29 18.914 18.591 91,$11 4'.141 139,314 1.429.5H 

327 4.000 0.01321 0.02920 97.638 1.29591 2.85111 1.55 7.70 ",OST 30,289 41,3-'6 24,326 6S,6n 833.041 

«8 6.888 0.01321 0.02920 '36.614 1.81331 1.98925 1.55 9.35 5,875 11,502 11,311 12.925 30,302 (42.m 

e 690 10. 0.01321 0.02920 221.559 3.02044 6.64-492 3.55 n.22 254 29S 552 5sa 1,110 19. liS 

IE. CUI Y 'VIJ'OI INIPS 
0.0~20 0.68589 1.50896 1.55 17.992 39,53) 1$0,699 l,lS5.539 

'00 4.t»> 0.01321 5\.615 5.14 93,124 ",.116 

115 7.900 o.OUu 0.02920 as.514 ,.135M 2.498M 3.55 7.18 14,50 45,454 ~9:3{ 31,995 91.992 1,095.689 

250 12.000 0.01327 0.02920 Ul.81~ 1.56384 3.4404~ 1.55 8.55 606. U,760 U,335 n,'56 456.666 

400 21.000 0.01327 0.02920 '83.063 2.4'1'78 5.31188 3.55 11;~ 210:* 306,163 511.762 '64,195 981,951 15,896.611 

TOO 41.000 O.01JZ1 g:m~ 314.184 4.11024 9.11445 i.55 16. 115,749 98,53-' 214,283 254,646 ~,9l9 8,720.49' 

1,000 .' 55-,000. 0.01321 442.3]8 5.87125 12.91666 3.55 22.34- 1I.U4 6,944 18.428 15,265 43,693 ~ 865.213 

I.G" 'RESSURE SOD1UM 
0.0131'1' 30.146 O.8?7a, 3.b 2Z.013 '~I,481 213,500 261,928 1,658.'~9 

SO 4.000 0.02920 0.40810 4.86 4S,U! 

70 5800 0.OU21 O.OZ920 40.83-' 0.54200 I.19!39 3.55 5.28 27.018 116,* 203,918 59,438 263.416 2,035.493 

100 9:500 0.OU21 O.omo 58.128 0.7,.S5 1.6913~ 3.$5 6.0Z 14,267 65,641 79,914 l',3M 'U,~2 1,014.903 

150 16.000 0.01321 0.02920 83.$90 '.1095' 2.44090 1.5S 7.10 ,4,113 45,'56 S9,2~9 3',~ ,111 1,063.265 

. 2(1().. 22.000 0.01321 0.02920 "'.9n 1.43571 3.26854 1.55 8.30 51,382 IZ2,m 114,155 113,039 281,1~ 3,871.09' 

lW "(SUE ~lU1t 0.02920 0.70139 1.55 lS , 8.01327 24.225 0.32'54 4.58 . 675 7,4S$ 8,130 . 1 486 9,6'6 so. an 
55 8:000 .g1327 0.02920 34.200 0.45394 0.99867 1.55 $.00 59,599 466 061 S25,686 ''':111 656,&03 ',490.'U 

~ u,~ O. 1327 0.02920 6 •• 75-0 0.81~ 1. 801 tS 1.55 6.17 2,'OS 9;116 11,221 4.630 . 15,851 158.S14 

115 22, 0.01327 0.02920 87.815 1.16638 2.56603 3.55 7.28 39,56& 120,4~ 1$9,998 87.050 241,043 2,gel.0n 

'eG n,OOO 0.01327 0.02920 104.025 1.38015 1.03762 1.55 7.91 8,461 21,7 30,236 1!,627 43,e63 631.881 .... " ...... ............... ..... "' ..... . ............ ... ;." ....... " . ................... 
656,61' 1,952,146 2,6ba,157 1,444,53& 4.051,m 49.469.012 

............. ....•....• . ........... '" •.•...... . ...... ~ .. . ............. 
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CACOJMEI/S 
SOuTHEtN CALltORNIA·EOISON COMPANY 
EffECTIve DATEa . JAIUAlT ZO. 1992 

U·2 o • SEIIES SfIVltt/MIOIIGKT 1992 E.a •••• 

BASE OIf$£T l\III eASt O(f$fT l161c-tNERGY tOTAL lASE TOTAL 'OffSH .. 
. '. TOTAL 

ENEtGY ENERGY , HI ENEtGY CMG. (NEtGY tH4. CIlAAGE <S/l.NiP·JI)) . tlUCY Jl6IdNUGY SASE EllEt'T AHMJAl 

Wo\TTS 1l..e1lS lATE lATE .otTH (1 • 3) (2 • ]) lATE ( 4.+5+6) lEvElllJES UVEUS *EvEUS AEveUS tEV(U5 tN!I 

........ ........... ................ ........... -." ... ............. . ....•..•• " ........... .. .... ~ ...... ."'"-........ . ............. ............ 010 •• ok •• ' ..... " •• • ... ~ • .i.~ ........ . ..... -_ ..... 

IICANDESCENT LAMPS 
(I) (2) , (3) <4' (S) (6) (1) 

103 1.000 g:8i8~ 0.02'920 15.488 0.32096 0.45226 30SS 4.12 0 0 0 
., 0 0.000 

202 2 SOO 0.02920 33.866 0.7018' 0.9&892 3.n 5.24 34. 110 204 47 lSI 1.626 

327 ,4!OOO 0.02072 0.02920 51.212 1.06'28 1.495« 3.55 6.11 0 ·0 0 0 0 0.000 

«3 6 = O.020n 0.02920 71.656 1.48494 2.09242 3.n 7.1l 0 0 ·0 0 0 o.((\() 

. 690 10' O.020n 0.02920 119.357 2.4ll46 3.48533 3.55 9.51 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 

,.IWl Y v,.x,a. l»PS 
100 4,000 o.020n 0.02920 u:m 0.56187 0.1'9112 3.n 4.90 ·0 (I 0 0 0 0.000 

175 7.~ O.02On 0.02920 0.930" 1.3H06 3.n 5.19 0 0 ,0 .0 . 0 O.COO 

2SO '2,000 0.02On 0.02920 61.817 1.28,65 1.80511 3.55 6.64 ' .676 1,874 2,558 ~3" ' 3,503 32.639 

400 21'888 O.020n 0.02920- 96.521 2.00023 .etsSO 3.n &.31 ·0 0 . 0 . 0 
g:~ 

~ U, O.02On 0.02920 164.844 3.'1610 4.81)59 3.55 '1.78 0 0 0 0 ·0 

1, . 5~,OO9, . 0.02'On 0.02920 232.083 4.80951 6.77103 . 3.S5 1 .1' 0 0 0 '0 0 0.000 

IIIGH PlUSURE SOOU" 
0.02<172 0.02920 16.134 0.33435 3.55 4.36 21

8 
2,100 2.511 2,622 1().4S5 

50 4,000 8:gH~ 
3()S 

70 s,aoo o.OiOn 8:8im ZI.429 O.U'08 3.$5 4.62 l .8 ',g 0 0.000 

100 9 m O.020n 30.504 0.63214 0.89074 3.55 S.07 5,99~ 0.000 

150 16: O.020n 8.02920 n.865 0.90902 1.28090 3.55 . S.74 9;9 3,706 4,t~ .1,337 . 45.195 

200. 22, . 0.02'On .m20 sa. 739 1.21n6 1.71523 3.SS 6.4& 102 m ' 144· 5« 4.934 

lcrJ PtE$$IJ: E SOD Il-M 0.02920 3.$5 0. 0 0.000 
35 4,800 O.OlOn 12.709 0.26137 0.37111 4.1& . 0 0 , 0 

55 If:m O.020n 0.02920 17.942 0.37132 0.52192 3.55 4.45 4;663 «.517 49'm 
6.570 55.750 224.993 

90 o.ozon 0.02920 32.396 0.61135 0.~599 3.Sf 5.n 48 . 2S6 68 . 1n 2.1n 

135 22.~ 0.02072 0.02920 46.102 O.~5Ja 1.54622 3.$ S.8S 871 3,~ 4 t 1,22& 5.33~ U.045 

180 n. O.020n 0.02920 54.575 1.'3091 1.59364 3.SS 6.U 0 ' 0 0 0.000 
.. "' ........ • ..... ' ••• io •• • ..... io~ .... .i: . ............... , ............. . .............. 

i,S60 56,~59 63,919 . ,IO~~52 .. 74.571 3b4.UO 
.•.•.•.... ........ ~ ..... ~. ....... 4.' .. '''.: ...... 10 ... ' ............. . ................. 

lorAl lS'Z StilES 664,171 2, ooe. sos 2,6n,616 1,455,190 4,127,866 49,8n.832 

...:.c S T AIIOAAO lNIPS 
0.01327 0.m2O 74.4U 0.98781 2.11316 0.79 3.95 34,611 77,889 9$,210 ln~ 3,26O.sn 

All .!GIIT M,1 
. n,us 

All JlIG"T SEIIES 0.01327 0.02920 113.191 1.51040 3.32286 3.55 S.Ja . n 711 171,039 2U,ug , 160.09S 403: 5.'.82.541 

"IOIIGIIT tu.l O.020n O.gg20 H·887 0.80S86 I.U5$5 0.79 2.73 ':518 "US 3, 2,U9 5,14$ 73.263 

MIDIIGIII $£11£$ o.ozon O. 20 5 .071 1.22427 I.ml0 3.55 6.50 0 . 0 . 0 0 0 0.000 
.... of ... "' ... ". . ............... .. ;. ....... ~ .. ...•.••.. . ..... ,., .. ,,., . . .............. 

TorAl ls·2 »ONSTO 117,567 201,134 .. ·324.705 257,444 ~,14~ 8,816.34J 
........... ...... i ........ . ~ ... " .. " .. . ............ . ......... " .. .. ........... 

P<MI fACIe. IEVEIUS lAlt PEl J:VAA 0.30 ' \57,396 157,396 1S7,l96 

lOTAl u·2 1,~I~,'3$ 3,191,124 5,110,312 4.213,475 9,323,787 "4,292.906 

• I lneludes f'\JC .ellbKle.nt fee 
aaaS.Z:2SS. aaasaaasa. a::c:.zsz:a as:ssszs::a::I: *S&:.:I:::S: s::::==:::::-:::a: 

• • • 



-•. '.' -r 

A.~I'OS.OSO .(.i~ if 
CAm/ME'/S ' 

LS'JI99a 
z ... at_:'ls .•••• of/SiT ,. 

EftiG' . 
lATt ' ............ .-.: ..... ;.",..~~~. 

tOTAL EIERC' 

CUSTMIt(WCt 
~t'PL£ 
SERIES 

_tl.M?flC 
~ •• t.' ••• 

(I) , (2) -
0.01327 '0.02920 

o.~·' .... 6.66oM 
0 .. 00000 _ 0.00000 

0.00000 

M" • . 8AS£.' ,oilSEt 
AIOAIAl (IIUCY CHG. '(IIUG' tHG. 
(iW" U· 3) (2 • J) 

.... :.-....... , .............. • ....... it ••• 

tusTMIt 
, (MAGE 
, lATE 
• .i ......... ol 

.8.65 ' 
109.n 

TOTAL EiIt*~·( AM, Mfc.£1t CWGE 

o 6.41 

TOTAL LS·J 

lAst 
' EIIERGY 
.tvtus 

.... :. .. .1 ...... 

~i6.84Z 

o o 
.............. 

• 6T6,M~ 
...... .; ... 4..;;i, 

" 

tOTAL 
l16M'EIIERGY 
IMUS 

8Ast 
IE~IUS 

" ...... ~ .... o6 .. - .. .. -....... ,;. .... 
0 616,'&4~ 

J1o,~ -310~W 
tl',5J1 -tll,SJ1 

.~ ..... , •• ~ - .~ .•• j.~~. 

. ,481,999 

....... ;i; .... ". 
t,·'~,6U .j..", ..... .i. 

• 
OU~t 

tOtAL, EIIERG' AlIMJAL 
livEUS REYEUS JMI 

; ..... " ..... ...... ,,6. ......... . .............. 
1,4&9,0(0 2, 16S, U2 SO,99J.06O 

° 310,462 o ''',5)1. 
... ~~~~~.~ .• &.~;~;~~~ -~~~ .. ~ •••••• 

1,~.040 .2,647,881 ·SO,99J.OOO 
• ••• ~.~., ••• 4 •••• ~_ ••••••••••• 

o 787 12'" _ ,'._,' .. '.' ... ,0. ••• 6.~."'''. 
, , 787 
." ...... '-.. l~.i. .; ....... .6 •••• 

. ~ .. 

676.&U 
•• :zz •• az*~ 

482,186 
z-::szszzza 

I~H9;~ t.'89:~O, 2.64!~~ -. $0.993.000 
.*&:.~=:=~ zzzzz:~~~* zs:zz*z:zz z:::::~=z%a 



A.91·OS·OSO ALI/aM * 
tAtolt'il,5 

(ll·1 1992 All IIGtlT SfRVlti 
...... ztaa ... .. 

tAtE offsti 
• UUGY fIIUGY 

WAns llllEIS lATE RAil ........ ". .......... .. ,., ...... " .... ......... ..... ~ .. 
l'ileual YAIU t»Ft 

(I). (2) 

l~ 2f'= 
0.01321 0.02920 
0.01327 0.02920 

II'JI f>lESUE $OOH .. O.omo 70 5,800 0.01321 
100 9,5(10 0.(1)21 0.02920 
~ 22,000 O.OU21 0.02920 

MIOIIG"T Sf.Vlet 
aSS$s¥szaaa.a ••• 

. . 
tERMY VIJ'Ot LWs 

17S . 1.900 
400 21000 

II I GIl Pltsu£ SOon .. 
70 . S$OO 

tOO ~:~ 
200 22,000 

bt.·l POlE CIIMGE 

O.020n 
O.020n 

o.ozon 
O.020n 
O.020n 

Sl AJIOAItI) ~ES 

• 

O~02920 
0.02920 

0.02920 
'8:= 

lW 
PEl 101'. ............. 
U) 
'4,520 

16&.460 

28.635 
40.365 
84.870 

n·627 
.511· 

1:.459 
.3&1 . 

42.SS3 

. lASE ' .. , . OfFSET lIOIf~tildtf • tOTAL' • lAst 
hEtGY (HC. trilC1 tllG. CiIAl$E (S/O •• ~JIO) UUG1 

(I • 3) 
(~ t l) .... lATE ( 4+5~ ) lhoElUS 

•••• "' .. 4" • • ........ i ,.~. .. ........... "'" .,'" ., ......... • ...... ~6. ... 

(4) . ($) (&) (1) 

O;Wn2 ·2.11605 5.09 8'.2:6 131 
2.23601 4.~1918 5.50 12.66 21 

0.38OOe O~~ $.09 6.31 ,'U,'70 
' 0.53511 ,., 5.09 ·'6.80 48,863 

1.12650 2.U8Z8 5.49 9.tW 83,1« 
• C "' ........... ". 

tOTAl ~L 'IGlr l$5.93S. .............. 

o.ir9is 1.0981. s . .» ,6.97 . 0 
1.71114 2.4"'5 S.SO 9.62 0 

. O.m64·· 0.42222 s.~ 5.&1 l 0.42236 0.59514 ' S. .. 6.n 
0.88805 1.25135 5.49 1.63 0 

•• -' ..... 4 .... 

tOTAL MIOIIGHT . 0 
.. "-"' ... ii. ...... 

6l·1 I.NP tOtAl:· 15$,935 

2.~ 0 
.............. 

TOTAl Cl·l . ISS,flS 
e.tSssa.as 

• 

. lIOM·fIlER'Y 
aevEMS 

.;. ....... i .... 

612' 
66 

" W,2M 
. ,208 

40&,127 
;. .. ~ ...... 
. 1, f83.359. 
• •• oi-."""'. 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

.............. 
0 ............ 

1,1e3,3S9 

171,911 
• .... .i •• ~ •• 

1,355,216 ........... 

PAGE 12 

tOtAL ~FSfl 
lASE IIElGj . TOTAL,· AlOOAl 

tErtus REVENUES ItVElIVES JIM( 
.... ~.i.i •••• : ............. l- • . ........... .. ............ 

,803 281 ',090 9.831 
93 S9 152 2.0n 

' 3j3,4s6 ,: ~,913 384.429 1.145.590 
.• 513.011 '; 107.497 620,56& . 3,681.238 

·'84.;»5 676,106 6.309.236 49t,a~1 . 
" ........ ::. .. a;'" ", .. ' •• iIo" .. ~;.;;,. .. .... -.. ,...~ .... " . 

. 1,339.m' 343;051 ,.~,34~ 
..... ~~; ... .:.6 . ... ~ .......... . .............. 

'0 
0 

o 0 o 0 

0 
0 
(I .. .... " ....... 
0 

~ .......... 

'i)J9.~ 343.OS1 1,6&1,345 

' . 

111,917 0 m,t11 
... & ......... " ......... . ........... 
1,511.2U: 343,OSI' 1.&54.262 

a.ta*acS'W's •• z:a-:e*s:a •• ..:tt-aa*s~ • 

• 

. ............... 
11,741.913 . ........... 

0.000 
0.000 

0.000 
0.000 
O.@ . ................ . 
0.000 

",147.913 

",141.913 
*atss::t:ssz::za: 



• 
";;'-05;050 . All/v... * 
tAetutE./s 

M c·'~i .a-•....••• 

lAtE A . 
lAU. 
lAtE t 

: (I) .. 
0.01321 
0.01321 
0.00000 

(litSEf 
UflGY 

lATE • 
... -..... " ........ 

• 
• . ..... ; . AnAt_lIl t .. .' 

SOOT HE 1M CALI f(u fA EO' $ON toI'AIff 
EffEClive bATEa JAMJAAt 20. '992 

116M -tIIdCY IOtAL 'A$l 
t!4AAGE (S/LAIP·I!O) ElI£tGY 

lATE ( hS+6 ) .EYEweS . .. "' ... ~ .. .. ..... ..1 ...... ...... ~.ii, • .I. 
(6) (1) 

30.= 6.5S 7.92 
l.U. 3.52 2, (I 
0.'0 0.40 ............ 

TOTAL Ole\. 32.870 
•••••• aa::z:s 

lIOII-itrttGY 
atVEIIUU 

~ ... ~ ........... 
'70,971 
10,036 
. 1,861 

..... .;j ........ 

w,n' 
.:s .••• z::s 

TOTAL . Off$U 
BASe :EIIEK'f 

ItVE~S . l£'rtUS 
" ........ " ..... ~ .. .6"".' ....... 

501,&31 • 67.905 
t2.~O "'0$ 

.. 1,867" • 0 ...... ~ .......... . ... : ....... 
515.744 n,313 

.as:::z::. tzss:ss:e%:s 

• 
101 AL . ANlIUAl 

ttvEUS M'oIII 

2,325.441 
150.968 

0.000 

569,T'~ 
16.'4& 
1.&7 

4.'~~~ •• ~' .•••. ~ .•••.• 
s&8.057 2.476.4'5 

S%:.Z&::~: ~as.zz====: 

(ENO ATTAClKIII E) 
··$TREEiL 16111 TOTAL 6.241,201 c4l,Ia6,29Z 4&,43J,493· U,n].943~,'67,,16 470,326.576 

•••••• z::: a:.azzz:z. a.:a:szzzzz a.sst.:::. zsZ.sz:s;:s a:sz::::::: 

iAtlllTld .. . OffSET lOYAl 
IEVE_S ' ItEVEIlUES uvt~$ 

...... l~'~a..:.. ..... .;;..,j.''''~.i; .... ~ ..... " ... 
STREETLIGHT tOTAL "I ,~, '86.292 . 13.733,943 ~.'61,'36 

LESS fAtll. ADJ.( ) (9,8\4,029) . ....... :. ...... ............ • .............. .i • 

Sue)OTAl, ., n,312,Z63 13,733,943 62, '67,436 
ItM_ IEau IlIEllnl n,3n.~63 13,733,941 62, '67,69( 

••• "i ......... . ......... ,' .......... ~~ . 

RATt SHORT fAll (I (4) (~) 
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ATl'ACHMENTF 

Edison's Proposed Changes to preli.Jli.t'lary Statement .. 

A •.. HIstorical Energy Cost Adjusblent Billing Factors· (EcABF)" 
. . ~ 

... Edison proposes that preliminary Stat~toeJ\t·, ~artG. 5, be 
modified to remove. (1) the table entitled -Energy" Cost Adjustrne'nt 
silling Factors Per KWh Applicable to DOmestic service Rate . 
Schedules·; and (2) the sentence prior to the table which 
refer~nces it. 

B. Historical Aruiual Energy Rates (ABR) 

.. . Edison prOposes that preliminary Statement, Part G. 8.k, 
be mOdified to show only the AERs for the last five rate change 
effective dates. 

c. Electric Revenue Adjustaent xechaniSJI 

Edison proposes that the fOllowlilg section be added to 
Edison's Preliminary statement, Part J.4t . 

D. 

9. plust IntervenOr compensationpayroents· 
authorized by the commission, . recorded during 
the month, increased to provide for Franchise 
Fees and UncOllectible Accounts. 

Inter!' Major Additions Billing Factor 

Edison proposes that Section J.4.b be d$leted. 

B. Rilteaaking Adjust.ent Associated with FMc) verde liuclear 
GeneratiDg station 

Edison proposes that preliminary Statement, J.4.d, in its 
currently effeotive tariffs, be deleted. 

F. conservation Load lfanage.ent AdjustEilt clauSe . 

Edison proposes that preliminary statement, part I, be· 
deleted in its entirety. 

(KIU) OF ATTACIDIEH'I' F) 


