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: This decision reduces authorized revenues related to the'
Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC) of Southérn California Edisonr
Company (Bdisbn) by $53.3 million. The deoision 1s ‘also the
véhicle to determine the revenue allocation and rate design for the
lower rates from this ECAC and rate’ adjustments from other " ,
procéedings.- The total -pate - increase to be spread by this decision

is $138 4 million, from the following procéedings.[f
Su-arv of Currently Esti-abed Raté Changes

(H1llions of Dollars)

’ R : V ' L _,7'52 Effective
Proceeéding . Reference 7 ';',; - Jgans 20, 1992

ECAC D "{ﬁ'_" ,rCurrent Proceeding  €; ;fi_t (53 3)
General Rate’ Case”’, A.90-12- 013, b, 91 12= 076 R 48 3
VCost of Capital . A91-05-024 }~. ;‘i'/. o 0. 0
Palo Verde Unlt 3 D.86d10-023 fg‘. 3’d‘_f N TQ.Ban
Cool Hater S Dus1-do0- 030 26,3

Post-retirement 1.90-07~ 037' . : ‘ - § L
7 Benefit ' (Advicé Letter). . - ‘ . _46.3

STotal o REEEEEU I
;/ Cost of capital is 1noluded D.91 12 076.=7f'

, This decision adopts the Incremental znergy Rateé (IBR)
proposed by Edison and Division of Ratépayer Advocates (DRA),-
modified by the service level credit récommended by the




:Cogenerators of Southern California, of 8 908 Btu/kwh, and an
'adopted cost of gas of $2. 83/HHBtu.‘ The ‘Joint Recommendation of
- Edison and DRA is adopted, with the service 1eVel credit ’
rjmodification.r Agricultural and pumping ratés are increased né more
. than system aVerage pércentage change (SAPC) and streetlighting and
‘large power rates are reduced without being 1imited by a floor.
© All other rateés are spread on the basis of equal percentage of
-‘marginal cost (EPMC). The nonbaseline to baseliné ratioé is reduced
by inCieasing the baseline raté by 2.5% moré than the domestic
Faverage increase. A typical domestic bill will increase by about
2.4% or-$1. 36, :
This ‘decision was. issued as a Proposed Decision to which
the parties submittéd comments. Those ‘comménts have been
- considered and changes have been made in response to those cOmments

“and a review of thée record.

, Edison in this ECAC proceeding originally requested rates
. which would résult in a revenue increase of $214.4 million on an
. annual basis for sérvice réndered on and afteér January 20, 1992,
' Edison has also requested to consolidate its 1992 ECAC revenueé
'changes with rate changes being adoptéd in other proceedings,‘all
to be made effective on January 20, 1992. The proposed ECAC
revenue decrease is to be reflected in changes to the Energy Cost
'Adjustment Billing Factors (ECABF), the Electric Révenue Adjustment
Billing Factor (ERABF), the Major Additions Adjustment Billing
Pactor ' (MAABF), thé Low Income Surcharge (L1S), and base rateés.
Edison and DRA also recommend that the Commission adopt an annual
average IER of 8,856 Btu/kWh for qualifying facility (QF) avoided

cost pricing.
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The original revenue increase was composéd o -

following components$

f» S iﬁﬁgl,

ECABF 140.8
ERABF 104.1
MAABF {32.6
LIS (11.8
Base Rates 13.9

R g Total  214.4
7 'i Edison also requested that the Commission find thatis

o Edison’s fuel and éenergy-related costs |
recorded fn the ECAC balancing accéunt from-
April 1, 1990 through March 31, 1991 were-g_",a-
reasonable} _;.J:

Thé incentive amounts, calculated pursuant
to the Nucleéar Unit Incéntive Procedure, are

reasonable;

Edison‘s execution and administration of
purchased power agreeménts with QFs during -
the record period and the associated power. p.
expenses recorded in the ECAC balancing
account for thé period from April 1, 1390
through March 31, 1991 are reéasonable; and

The ECAC change should be consolidated with
other pending rate changes and made - v
effective January 20, 1 92.
N At a prehearing conference the forecast phase of the
: proceéding was separated from the reasonableéness issués and set for
hearing., DRA's motion to incorporate marginal cost data from o
,”Edisbn s Test Year 1992 GRC was granted. : (R f
T * On August 9, Edison reduced its revenue request to a
$31 3 million annual increase and forecast an IER of 8, 847 Btu/kwh.
- On August 28, DRA recomménded that Edison’s revénue be-
reduced 421 million annually and that an IER of 8,862 Btu/kﬂh be

adopted.
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- on August 30 the Cogenerators of SOuthern California 1°:
 (cSC) recommended a decrease in ECABF revenueé of $204.7 million
i;using Edison’s gas price assumptions and $285.2 million using DRA's

' gas price assumptions. ¢SC’s 1ER recommendation was 9,567 Btu/kwh
using Edison’s gas price assumptions and 9,664 Btu/kWh using DRA's
- gas price assumptions. Edison, DRA, and CSC were the only parties
to submit an integrated assessment of forecast réevenue requirement
and IER.
industrial Users (IU), california Largeé Energy Consumers

Association (CLECA), Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN), the

Federal Exécutive Agencies (FEA), and the California City-County

Streéeet: Light Association (Cal-SLA) all served testimony 6on or about
 Auqust 28, 1991 primarily addressing revenue allocation and rate

design issues. Noneé of thesé parties contésted the overall revenué

change. '

‘ Hearing was held before Administrative Law Judge Robert
Barnétt. During the course of the hearing, Bdison and DRA executed
a Joint Reco:umendéstion (Attachmént B) proposing an annvalized .

revénue decrease of $11.6 million, an annual ‘average IER of 8,856

Btu/kwh, and the settlement or deferral of various other issues.

Also during the hearing, CSC submitted supplémental téstimony

recomménding a revenue decreasé of $149.5 million and an IER of

9,704 Btu/kWh.

II. Uncontested Issués

A. ERAM, LIRA, MAAC, and Base Revenue Changes
In the Joint Récomméndation, Edison and DRA have réached

the following agreemént on the reveénue réequirements and présent
rate revenués associated with the ECABF, ERABF, MAABF, and Low
Income Ratepayer Assistancé (LIRA) rate compornents.
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Southern California Bdison Conpany
20, 1992 ECAC Revenue Change
(Thousand of Dollars)-

o o present - Révenue -
~'Revenue = . Rate S Change
Regquirément Revenueés : 1 2
(. (2) . or
3,210,248 3,287,327 (77,079)
ERABF 176,975 60,222 116,753
MAABF 0 32,591 (32,591)
LIRA : (6,948) 5,841 (12,789)
pase Ratest/ 0 5,937 C {5,937)
Tetal ECAC 3,380,275 3,391,918 (11,643)

E i[' Reflects increased forecast 1992 base rate revenue )
attributable to estimated sales’ during 1992. oo

The overall revenue change recommended by Edison and DRA
,in this proceeding is a decrease of $11.6 million. The only rate
ccomponent contested is the revenue requirement associated with the

BCABF. ' :
" Bdison and DRA have also agreed that the ECABF, BRABP,

and LIRA révenue changes should be subjéct to adjustment to reflect
forecast Deécember 31, 1991 balancing account balanceés based on thé '
nost recent recorded information available at the time.the
Commission issues its decision in this matter. NoO party. 0pposed
these recommendations. Becauseé this decision reflects the most
current balancing account balancés, the ECAC revenue decrease is
$53.3 million rather than $11 6 million.

B. Energy Reliability Index
pdison and DRA both récommended in the Joint

Recommendation that the Commission adopt an Energy Reliability 7
Indéx (BERI) of zéro for the forécast period. However, concurrently
the Commission reviewed the method used for calculating thé ERI in
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InVestigation (I ) 89-07- 004 (Biennial Resource Plan Update (BRPU)
‘proceeding) and détermined that ERI should be 0.1 (Decision (D.)
91-11-057). DRA and Edison agrée that their recomménded ECABF
‘reveénue change should bé increased to réfléct the impact of
" D.91-11- 057 on capacity payments to QFs whoseé capacity payments are
dependent upon an ERI valué, Using an ERI of 0.1 Edison’s capacity
payments to QFs would increase by approximately $1 million.

1992 Turbine caps
Edison’s proposed annualizeéd combustion turbiné capacity

cost for 1992 of $79.61 per kW should be adopted by the commission.
No party opposed this recommendation.

D. Fuel oil Inventory - _
In the Joint Recommendation, Edison and DRA agreed that

for thé purpose of sétting rates in this procéeding, the

:recommended ECABF revenue requirémént for the 1992 forécast period
should reflect the forecast carrying costs associateéd with 5.0

million barréls of fuel ol in\.'entory. No party opposed this .

recommendation. :
Edison and DRA also agreed in the Joint Recommendation on

the ratemaking tréatment of losses on sales of fuel oil inventory
and that thé carrying costs associated with fuel oil inventory in
excess of 5.0 million barrels should not bé included in the ECABF
rate levels to beé made effective January 20, 1992, :

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

the forecast period theé gas storage inventory levels contained in
the Joint Recommendation. No party opposed this recomnendation.

Thé purpose of an ECAC proceeding is to énablé a

utility’s rates to reflect changes in its fuel and purchaséd power
_expénses on an annual basis outside of the GRC cycle. A kéy
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—component of the calculation is the price paid for power sold to
the utility by QFs. “In 1978 the federal govérnment enacted the o
Publiec Utility Regulatory Policiés Act of 1978 (PURPA) which N
requires electrie utilities to interconnect QFs to their grid and
purchase all QF energy préduction. We set the price based On o
avoided cost pricing. Thé IER is the proxy for the utility
system’s efficiency in converting fuél into one kWh of electrioity
and is used to calculate payments to the variableé priced QFs
baseéd on the cost of éenergy avoidéd by the utility feceiving
electricity from thOSe OFs. The actual payments to the OFs are
calculated by multiplying thé posted average gas pricé by the IER
for each kWh of QF enérgy received by the utility.

~ The process to determiné the IER involves hundreds of
assumptions defining the resource mix and method of system
operation to meet systém load and reliability needs. Theése includé
forécasts of sales and load shapes, purchased power availability,
fuel and purchased poweér prices, generating unit heat rates, ]
outages, and many moré. These assumptions are then input: into a
production cost model (ELFIN in this case) and the results from-
running the model aré used for forecasting thé resource mix, the
IER, and an ECAC revenué requirement. The IER is calculated. frOm
the differeénce betwéen the model simulation with a resource mi%

1 16 USCA 2601 et seg.} 16 USCA 824a. 3; 18 CFR § 292, 101 et seq.
and especially § 292.304; see, Public Utilities Code § 2801 et séq.

2 Avoided cost pricing is mandated by the Fedeéral Enérgy
Requlatory commission (FERC). (American Paper Inst. v Ame:;cag
Elec, Power (1983) 461 US 402, 76 L.Ed. 24 22.,) FERC may grant a
waiver of the avoideéd cost rule and QFs may negotiate individual
contracts based on other pricing concepts.

3 variable priced QFs are thosé whosé payments are based on the
IER and fuel pricés. These QFs producé approximately 30% of total
QF production. Thé balanceé of QF production is purchased by the
utility through firm contracts éntered into with other QFs.
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1noluding variable priced OFs - (QFs~in) and a model simulatién with
the variable priced QFs removéd from it (QFs-out). In esserice this
measures the changing marginal/avoided costs of the system due to
the presence of thé variable priced OFs. -

To calculate an IER and thé ECAC reVenue requiremént on a
forecasted basis requires the use of production cost models able to
simulate the expected results of operating the utility systenm. _
Whilé a number of models have been used, ELPIN has beén required to
bé & bénchmark model. It was the model uséd by all parties toé this
proceeding. As described above, the IER is calculated by B
performing two production cost modél runs which simulate the
operation of the utility’s generating systen. The first run, which
is also used to forecast the resource mik and révénue requirement,
includes all variable pricéd QFs in the réSOurCé‘mix. The second
run is performed with all the variablé priced QFs rémoved. The
change between the production costs of those runs is then divided
by the amount of energy delivéred by the variable priced QFs to
develop a cost per kWh avoided by the utility. This anided:cOSt
rate is then dividéd by the cost of fuel used by the utility’s oil
and gas-fired generation units to devélop an IER éxpreéssed in
Btu/kWh. The resulting IER is then used as a basis for _déveloping
prices to variable priced QFs for eénergy sold to Edison, as well as
for forecasting Edison’s QF expenses in this Ecac. '

Becauseé the ECAC revenue requirément is substantially
subjéct to balancing account tréatment, an eérror in the revenue
requirement forecast is subject to adjustment. There is, however,
an incentive for Edison to forecast as accurately as poséib1¢ to
avoid swings in rates due to undér- or overcollections in balancing
accounts. For QFs, howéver, the need to forecast accuratély is
even more imperative. An improperly high IER will translate into
excessivé payments to QFs and higher costs to ratepayers, costs
that are not subject to any réasonabléness review. An improperly
low IER will adversely affect QFs.
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SR In D.88-11-052 (29 CPUC 2d 566 at 596-597), we made- the
. - following comments regarding the calculation of the IER: S
S #The incréemental energy rate is a somewhat L

artificial concept. It first arose in the
negotiating conférénce that developed the

interim Standard Offer Numbér 4 as a way of
relating forecasted fossil fuel pricés to the
utility system’s marginal energy costs. A - ;
utility’s marginal cost of generating enér?y_' o
(expressed in cents per kvWh) is a combination -
of the price it pays for fuel (stated in -
$/MMBtu) and the system’s efficiency in -
converting that fuel into kilowatt-hours. The
IER, as a measuré of thé system’s incremental -
efficiency in making this conversion, is
therefore expressed in Btu/kwh.~ ’

*® % %

»The IER is oftén and understandably confused

with the incremental heat raté, or IHR, The IHR:

is typically used to expréss the incremental -
efficiency of an individual generating unit, = -
and measures the unit’s efficiency in préducing -

one moré kXWh. A unit’s IHR will vary with o
changés in the genération it produces, and most. ...
generating units are designed to operate most ... -
éfficiently within a certain range. Refeérénces - . -
to a system’s IHR usually réfer to the IHR of
the last unit dispatchéd to méet load. Thé IHR

is also expresséd in Btu/kwWwh.¥ B

. To properly understand the IER and the intérésffbfrfhé'-

 parties who litigated the IER issues one must understand thé IER

'-'férmula and its implications. We have déscribed it above, bht’ii
is clearést when set forth algebraically: I

-out = IER

Gas Price $/Btu

The first conclusion to be drawn from the formula 1s'that
the IER, which is the basis for determining the paymént made by the
utility to the QF for electricity, has no rélationship to the QFs’
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1costs to produce a kxlowatt of electr101ty. QF costs are .
irfelevant. Second, in the QF-out computation, 1f any of the cOsts
of production are fncreased (such as econonmy energy, as the QFs
contend is proper) the IER rises., Third, in the QF-in computation,
if any of thé costs of production are décreased (such as
dispatching units, as the QFs contend is proper) the IER rises.
Many of the operations foérecast in ELFIN affect the IER. In this
proceeding all changes sought by the QFs would incréase the IBR.
Once thé 1ER is forecast for thé test year it does not change, ‘and
all variable priced QF payments are based on that IER. The QF s
benefit from a high IER and havé revénue reducéd by a low IER. The
’ utility, however, is indifferent because its IER payment, whether
high or low, is part of ité costs recovered from the ratepayers in
a balanclng account. The fundamental theory underpinning payments
to QFs, including those dependent on IERs, is to peg that
compensation to the costs the utility avo;ds ineurring by not
producing those kwh itself. Hhen the costs of the utillty in
‘producing energy, including its costs at the margin, are reduced, .
- the payments to variable priced QFs are also reduced. CSC
éstimates that the differénce bétween its IER recommendation and
the Edison/DRA Joint Recommendation is $16 million. ¢sc would
increase payments by $5 miliion from the présent 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 césts in
determining the IER. We estimate that 80% of the time to prepare
for this hearing and 80% of the time in hearing was consuméd by the
IER issue.  If QFs were pald for electricity at a market price; no
time would be taken on the issue and the public would know the
price was yréasonable. We recognize, however, that at présent the
market for QF power is limited primarily to public utilitfes. 1In
D.88-11-052 we sajd *the incremental energy rate is a somewhat




 ao1-05-00  AL3/RAB/IEE

: artificial concept. After thrée more years of experience with the
concept, we can safely strike the word ~somewhat* and substitute B

'totally,
' A. Gas Price o
' Gas has been and will continue to be the marginal fuel
for Edison’s own electric generation and thé fuel for a significaﬁt
 humber of QFs. It is also a major index against which other fuel
and énergy pricés are measured. For most of thé parties that have
provided testimony in the reévenue allocation area, their primary,
if not solé, concern was with the manner in which gas prices were
to be computed bécause the level of the various gas price
components, when used in conjunction with marginal cost data
already established, will have a significant effect on the actualz
' revenue levels attributed to éach customér class. ,

In the aréa of IER devélopment and determination of the
ECAC revenue requirement, the significance of the priceé of gas_is
perhaps evén greatér. It is a componént of the 6verall revenue
requirément in the most basic sensé because that revenue B
requirement reflects Edison’s overall forecasted fuel bill, anong
other things. However, its effect on the broader questions -
invelved in modeling the forecasted opération of the Edison system
is as critical. The price of gas affects Edison’s economic
dispatch priority. To theé eéxteént it reflects Edison’s marginal
fuel, it affects what Edison pays for purchaseéd power. It is also
a significant cost component in developing Edison’s QF expénsés.
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| DRA’é and Edison’s Joint Récommendation on gas price
- compénents is 4 :
' ' : $/MMBtu
california/Arizona Border Pricé 1.89
~ Variable Intrastate Price 0.30
Subtotal 2.19
" Othér Intrastaté Costs 0,70
_ Total soCal Cost 2.89
other deliveries 2.60
Deliveries from all Suppliers 2.83

The witness for IU, supported by CLECA, recommended that
the marginal cost of gas should be $2.29, consisting of a border
price of $1.99 and an intrastate transportation price of $.30. He
auknowledged that he did not include zll of theé intrastate costs
Edison would pay to Southérn California Gas Company (80ca1) under
their sérvice contract (such as démand charges) and explaineéd that
thé utility’s objéctive in the context of thé néw transportation .
‘options should bé to achiéve the least costly transportation in
reférence to its marginal or swing supplies of gas. Reflecting
that premise, he récommended a gas cost of $2.29 which assumes
Edison can arrange intrastate transportation for its marginal gas
suppliés under thé lower commodity rate assignéd to Seérvice
Lévels 4 and 5 undér the Edison-socal transportation agreemént.

We agreé that a utility should attempt to achieve the
leéast costly transportation, but to forécast it we cannot omit to
consider costs which the utility will incur. We cannot éliminate
thé demand and other transportation costs, as IU did. 1IU’s
argunént was considered and rejected in previous commission
proceédings, the last 6ne being Edison’s ECAC D. 90-01-048 at p. 17
where we found IU’s argument “to bé unpersuasive.~” We remain
unpersuaded. We will adopt $2.83 as the cost of gas to be used for

all purposes in this proceéding.
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- B. Service Level 3/4/5 Credit : R
~ In accordance with the new rules for gas procurement

~ which went into effect on Augqust 1, 1991 Edison received its o
service level allocation from SoCal which permits Edison to buy ?3%
of its gas in Service Level 2/3 (whlch,exceeds_the n al ceiling
of 65% in the procurement decision, D.90-09-089 et al.), and the '
remaindér in Service Level 4/5. Because of the higher leVél’of -
service (i.e., reliability of delivery) of Service Level 2/3,
Edison will pay a premium of $0.12 per MMBtuj Edison will receiVe a

crédit for its purchases in Service Level 4/5.. .
In the DRA/Edison Joint Recomméndation thé rate for o

.~ Seérvicé Level 2/3 reflects a net effect of $0. 09 pér MMBtu,; which

is the $0.12 Servicé Level 2/3 surcharge less a forecast of $0. 07 -
credit for Service Lével 4/5. 1In its testimony, CSC has arqued -
that this credit should be $0.148, given its representations of fﬁe
actual volume allocations. In D.$1-12-075, the Southérn California
Gas Company Biennial Cost Allocation Proceeding, the CommiSsion

- adopted a serviceé level credit of $0.17 per MMBtu. We take '
official notice of that decision. As CSC’s forécast is closer 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 rr___portation Costs
CSC believes that Edison/DRA have incorréctly fofecast

intrastate gas transportation costs associated with Pacific Gas and
Electric Company's (PG&E) serviceé to Edison’s Cool Water genefatiﬁg
units using the average cost of gas transportation provided by .
SoCal., CSC claims that this forécast fs inconsistent with the
commission-approved pricing structuré for Cool Water transportation
service adopted in D.91-05-029, PG4E's most recent cost'allecatioh
proceeding. CSC has corréctéd this error by reflecting the
commission-approved pricing structuré for thesé volumes, which
résults in a $4.7 million reéevenue reduction.
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7 Edison succinctly replies that the gas price contained in
the Joint Recommendation was - the result of COmpromise knowing that
various components of the gas price could go up or down given the
market uncertainty that exists today. We agree with Bdison. The
average price of gas contained in the Joint Recommendation is
reasonable and should bé adopted without the modifications for Cool
Water gas transportation costs suggésted by CSC.
D. Forecast of OF Production
’ ‘A major consideration in determining the resource
operations necessary to meet forecast period demand and the major
determinant of revenue requirement differences bétwéen DRA/Edison
and CSC is the forecasted production of QFs. Pursuant to PURPA and
various implementing decisions of this Commission, utilities such
as Edison aré- obligated to purchase all of the qualifying .
production of OFs. The moré QF production that exists in the
forécast . period, thé less Edison will bé called upon to produce
from its own generation system or acquire from other sources.j DRA
and Edison recommend adoption of a forecast period QF total energy .
~ production of 27,760 gigawatt hours (gWh). CSC récommends 25, 670
‘gwh. The impact of differences on this issue alone on the IBR is
140 Btu/kwh. : : :
To develop this recommendatiOn an extensive review was
undertaken of historical production by QFs. Data was supplied by
Edison which providéd historical production of each individual QF,
groupéd by technology type, €.g9., cogenératien, . geothermal, wind,
solar. Edison conducted a survey of each QF which sought a wide
range of information, of which a portion was directed to the QF's
anticipated production in 1992 and an explanation of any particular
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rfactors that influenced ‘that forecast or shed light on anomalies in
recorded information.- This surVey is the product of a COmmissiOn
edirective for DRA and Edison to consult on a survey approach fOr :
'forecasted QF information. (D.88-09-031; 29 CPUC 24 314 at "
336~ 337.) DRA was provided a copy of éach survéy form. returnéd.,;

, In addition to historical trend data, DRA and Edison both
used the figures in the survey résponses as thé most reasonable
, expectatlon for 1992 production. An examination of the historical

. information shows that both the technology and individual QFs are

" maturing in their experience. Thus, DRA/Edison contend it is not
unusual to seé upward trénds, perhaps with sone departures,
indicatLVe of that eXperlence. This is in contrast to matured
technologies where capa01ty or aVailabxllty factors remain.
reasonably constant from year to year. The data indicates that in
récent years reéecorded production has consisténtly been eXceeding :
forecasted. - : : :
Only c¢sc filed testimony in disagreement with the
DRA/Edison recommendation. Thé Californla Cogeneration Counoil
(CCC) éuppOrts csc and makes essentlally thé same arguments. csc o
assérts that in forecasting the amount of purchases Edison will
make from QFs during the forécast périod, the capacity factors for
the various QF technologieés should be baséd on the aveérage ‘of thé
most récent five years of recordéd data. 1In its opinjon the fLVe-
year rolling avérage of recorded data provides the most réliable
estimate of the capacity‘factors for thé various QF technoioqies in-
the forecast period. This method of determining QF technology
capacity factors will provide a more reasonable forecast of
Edison's 1992 PURPA purchases. :

CSC conténds that theé Edison/DRA estimates of QF capaoity
factors by téchnology are based almost exclusively on inaccurate,
inconsistent, and erroneous résponses to QF surveys. Edison/bRA's
assértion that QF technologies in general éxhibit a trend toward"
higher capacity factors is not supported by the historical
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_"operating data for these facilities. Furtherrore, the respbnsés‘to
the QF survéys and the Edison-sponsored site evaluations of
‘selécted responding QFs show that the survey responses cannot be
‘rélied upon in estimating the likely pérformance of thée QF ‘
technologies. Theréeforé, in CSC¢’s opinion, the commission should
reject Edison/DRA’s flawed estimatés of QF capacity factors,

CSC argues that a number of factors can cause swings in
the capacity factor for any of the QF subcategories. Thesé factors
include: (1) the timing of plants coming on-1iné at various points
during a given month; (2) weather variations affécting solar, wind,
and hydro'facilities; (3) forced outages; (4) technological
improvements; and (5) opérator experience. Of thesé factors,
weathér conditions, forced outages, and problens determining on-
line dateés are difficult, if not impdssiblé, to predict. It claims
 that using an average of historical data compensates for these
unpredictable occurrénces. For this reason, historical operation
based on several years of pérformance is frequently used to project
 futuré availability. csc points out that DRA used historical data .
to prédict QF capacity factors in Edison’s last ECAC proceeding.
This recognized practice of using the five-year avéragé of recorded
data is also consistént with Edison’s method of eéstimating the
performance of its own generating units and in projeécting future
availability of economy enérgy.

We will adopt the DRA/Edison forecast. We agree that QF
electric production is a maturing téchnology which over the last
five years has shown increases in ocutput causeéd by improvéd
equipment and moré experiénced operators. In this instance a trénd
which reflects this maturation process is a more réliable indicator
than a historical averagé which would prédict a forecast lower than
receént recorded éxperience. Theéré are many instancés whén using
averages is the proper method of forecasting. certainly when data
appear to be rélatively consistént from year to year moving within
certain expected limits, when considering a mature plant, or when
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the cycles aré obvious, using a historical aferage would be
appropriaté. But when thé numbers show a tréend, as in this case,
_trend should be used. : ‘ :

CSC complains that the Edison/DRA approach to estimating
1992 capacity factors for thé various QF technologies places gfeat
welght on responses to Edison’s QF surveys. It says thé estimated
1992 capacity factors for the eight peétroleum-related QF |
subcategories are taken directly, without modification, from the
survéy résponses provided by thé eight pétroleum-rélated QF - |
projects. These eight projects alone provide approximately 38% of
" the projectéed QF enérgy proéduction in_the Edison/DRA proposal.

We do not understand CSC’s complaint. We see nothing
wrong with asking a QF to predict its production for a forecast
- year. Who better would know? And when that forecast confirms
_independent data, wé havé more, rather than less, contidénce in the
forecast. DRA convincingly points out that these eight QFs whosé
forecasts CSC so vooiférously denigrates are all c¢sc clients.
E. Economy Enérgy Pricing ‘ '

' - Economy éneérgy plays an important-role in the‘Edlson*:t
forecasted resource mix. - For the forecast period, Edison and DRA
are jointly recommending a forecastéd amount of économy énergy of
 approximatély 4,663 gWwh, This amount constitutes about 5.7% of the

total forecastéd resourcé mix., No party has voicéd a difference of
opinion regarding economy energy availability. The disputé bétween
Edison, DRA, and CSC relates to the méthod used to6 model economy
énergy in Order to calculate economy enérqgy prices. E

Edison and DRA in the Joint Recommendation calculate
economy enérgy pricés based on multiplying gas dispatch costs,
monthly incremeéntal héat rates, and historical price ratios to
determine a monthly énérgy pricé. They aré in agreement as to the
components and methodology uséd to calculate economy energy prices.
The coémponents include agreement ons
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Gas dispatCh'priCes.
1989-1990 historical incremental heat
rates.

Five-year 11986 -1960) historical weighted
averagé price ratios. These priceé ratios
reflect a relationship béetween Edison’s
conventional gasfoll costs compared to the
prices pald for économy énergy during this
five-year period.

calculated séller’s cost based on SERAH II
input data set escalation rates. This
bounded the calculated economy eénérgy price
on thée lower end to thé seéller’s cost.

e. Economy energy prices which are thé same in

the QFs-in and QFs-6ut caseés.

Edison’s witness testified that because of - lower
forecasted gas prices, a floor méchanism is neéded to ensuré that

"monthly economy energy prices in thé model do not fall below thé
séllér’s incremental cost. Therefore, the escalated cost of the .
suppliérs was established based on A4 SERAM IT input data set which
forécast the expécted cost of coal-based enérgy during 1992.

‘ Edison's and DRA’s price ratios comparé économy énergy prices to
the cost of conventional gas and oil generation for the périod 1986
to 1990, These price ratios aré appropriate bécauseé they refléct
the Edison systém resource mix as it occurred, which includes all
economy eénérgy purchases.

Edison says the intent of the price ratios is to
correlate by time peérjiod the cost of economy énergy to Edison’s
conventional gasfoil- ~fired units’ decréméntal cost of generation.
Edison claims that csc’s modification of Edison’s price ratios by
taking priceé ratios that are corrélated to Edison’s gas/oil costs
and multiplying them by thé coal éscalation rates derived from the
SERAM II input data base mixés apples and oranges. This changes
the historical price ratios and provides no logical basis for
forecasting econonmy énergy prices. CSC’s approach does not
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properly replicate the operation of the Edison system in ELFIN.
“Most importantly, Edison states that csc has inappropriately

" . modeled économy eénérgy prices differently in the QFs-out run as

comparéd to the QFs-in run when, in fact, thére is no jUStificatiOn
to do so. This has the éffect of unréasonably increasing thé IER.

CcSC madé a number of fundamental érrors in its forecast
of econony enérgy prices, in Edison’s opinion. csc agreed that the
marginal costs utilizéd in thé development of the historical price
‘ratios réflectéd a reésource mix which includéd économy énergy. '
However, CSC inappropriately removed ail economy enérgy from the
‘resource mix in detérmpining thée ELFIN Edisoén marginal cost to price
_economy energy. This assumption is inconsistént with the data upon
which theé price ratios wereé developed which included éCOnony.éhergy
in theé résource miX. To imply that economy énérgy prices :shémid'be'
based on Edison marginal costs absént économy énergy purchasés is
absurd, according to Edison.

~ In addition, csc utilized the total thermal marginal cost
from ELFIN to determiné économy energy prices rather than using
- only thé conventional gas/oil résources. This method is
“inconsistént with the deéevelopmeéent 6f thé economy enérgy price
‘ratios which areé baséd solely on conventional gas/oil reésources.
This incréases the cost differential betweén the QFs-in and QPs-out
case becauseé coal resources aré on the margin in theé QFs-in case
but are not in the QFs-out caSé, and coal resources aré less
expensive than gas/6il resources.

Edison believés CSC’s économy énergy prices in the QFs-in
case are below the supplier’s cost of genération about 40% of the
timé whén compared to Edison’s evaluation of supplier’s cost. CSC
argues that supplier’s costs have beén taken into account baséd on

escalating the historical price ratios. Howevér, becausé ¢SC has -
not reéplicated system operation in ELFIN to détérmine marglnal
costs, Edison clajims theésé prices areée artificially low due to
utilizing total thermal marginal costs derived from CSC’s ELFIN
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‘simulation, theréby lowering the costs in the QF-in run, DRA and
Edison instead used floor pricéé’té'relaée“econohy énergy prices on
the lowéer end to thé supplier’s cost of generation.

Edison is very concerned about thé sigﬁificént differéhcé
petueen the modeling used in the Joint Recommendation and CSC’s
‘modeling in regard to the issué of economy energy prices in the
OFs-out run as compared to the QFs-in run. The Joint

' Recommendation models economy énergy as having the same price in
both runs, whereas CSC has modeled economy energy as being more
costly in thé QFs-out run than in the QFs-in run. 1In the case of
économy enérgy, CSC hypothesizes that, weré variable-priced QFs not
to exist, the economy enérgy prices that Edison would pay would be
higher. In Edison’s view, however, by increasing the price of all
économy énergy in the QFs-out run, CSC seeks to incorporate
#indirect feedback éffects” ¢rom the national economy as a whole
back ihto the calculation of the IER. An ~indirect feedback
effect” is a situation in which a change in QF prbductioh impacts
another market which in turn affects Edison’s costs. The direct .
efféect of CSC’s higher économy enérgy pficéstln the QFs-out run is
to increase the IER. : - :

. Edison says there aré practical reasons why indirect
feedback effects should not be incorporated into thé calculation of
the IER. First, the estimation of the magnitude of these effects
is inheréntly imprecise and subjective and can be greatly
overstated, as CSC has done in the case of economy energy. Second,
thére are potentially many markets that may afféect the costs of the
utility through an indirect méchanism. It would bé burdensome to
exhaustively identify each market and then quantify for each market
the indirect impact on the utility’s cost if QFs did not exist.

Edison gives other examples, besides economy energy, of
{ndirect feedback effects. Any commodity that is purchased by the
utility whose price could change if QFs did not exist is an éxample
of an indirect feedback effect. One example proffered by Edison is
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equipmént supply. If the price of eQuipment that Edison purchases
in order to produce electricity is different than it would be if
QFs did not exist, then the equipment supply market would show an
indirect feedback effect. If indiréct feedback effécts should beA
considered in the IER calculation, then all such éxamples, not just
the economy eénergy and equipmént supply examples, should bé -
quantified and included in thé IER calculation. Adoption 6f the
principle of considering indiréct feedback effects {n the IER -
calculation is not practical and cannot be accuratély modéled using
ELFIN.

Edison contends that the principle of incorporating

~ indiréct feédback éffécts into the calculation of thé IER should be

réjected by the commission on concéptual grounds as wéll, Such a_
policy, if adoptéd and if applied to economy enérgy or other -
markets, will résult in an inéfficient allécation of resource o
production between QFs and the utility, and eventually in higher '
rates charged to ratepayeérs. This is bécause incorporating -
indirect feedback effécts results in the pricé paid to QFs
 exceeding thé marginal cost of the utility.

DRA distinguishés D.88-11-052 (29 CPUC 2d 566 at 601—602)
in regard to thé usé of séed runs., First, as far as DRA is aware,
this commission has never previously béén presented with thé same
seed run methodology that CSC proposés in this caseé. Second, the
seed runs which CSC contends the Commission adopted in D.88—11-052
had characteristics which différ from CSC’s proposed seed runs!

" They did not remove économy énergy from the runs, and they applied
only to PG&E.

DRA says that in térms of économy energy purchases, PG&B
is very different from Edison. PG&E is effectiveély confined to a
single market for economy enérgy, the Pacific Northwest. Edison
actively participates in both Pacific Northwest and Pacific ‘
Southwest markéts, plus the California market. (Sée, e.g.,
D.91-05-028 at 56, et seq.) The contention of CSC is that the se¢ed
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‘yun is neceéssary to #réfléct the impact that thé removal of QFs
_ ffdm Edison's sysEén'ﬁéuld haVe”On the pricé of économy energy.”
CSC removes all
economy eneérgy and then doés a QF-in andVQF—Out run. This requires
the Edison system to opérate in such a mannér to replace nearly 17%
of its total resource énérgy réquirements. The assumption inherent
in this method is that this total replacement of QFs and economy
enérgy will bé by thé additional use of Edison’s existing théermal
réesources. This, in DRA’s opinion, is nonsense.
2. position of cs¢

csc does not dispute Edison/DRA’s forécast of the amount
of economy energy available to Edison during the forecast period.
However, it vigorously disputes the proper méthod for detéermining
economy énérgy pricés for thé foreécast périoed. It conténds this
issue is significant not only beécause it affects the révenue
réquirement and IER during the forecast period, but also bécause
cs¢ is calling upon the Commission to reaffirm prior precedent
directing modélérs to use thé séed run methodblogy in forécasting .
economy enérgy prices, :

CSC believeés theré are two fundaméntal flaws with the
manner in which Edison/DRA have forecast theé price of economy
energy in both the QF-in and QF-out runs of thé ELFIN modél..
First, while the partieés agrée that economy énérgy pricés béar a
direct relationship to both Edison’s decréméntal costs and the
selling utilities’ cost of generation, ¢SC asseérts that Edison/DRA
base their estimates of Edison’s system décremental costs and the
selling utilities’ géneration costs on outdated cost infornation,
instead of éscalating these costs to reflect the forecast period.
Second, CSC assérts the Edison/DRA pricing methodology fails to
capture thé expécteéd reéactions of the selling utilities to
variations in Edison’s system costs caused by changes in Edison’s

résource mix.
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: CSC argues that the Edison/DRA economy énergy pricing
méthodology should be rejected because Edison/DRA derive theirf
pricing ratios based on outdated historical increméntail geﬁéfatiﬁg
cost information for both the sélling utilities and Edison, rather
- than empléying 1992 géneration cost forecasts. The Edison/DRA
fajlure to escalate the historical data supporting the seller’s’
generation costs and Edison’s system decrémental costs forced
Edison/DRA to adopt a floor pricé méchanism bécausé the ELFIN modél
‘was predicting economy energy prices which were simply too low.
CSC maintains that Edison’s use of an averagé of historical cost
information from 1986 through 1990, instead of foreécast 1992 césts,
résultéd in economy enérgy price prédictions which in some
instances aré on the floor 6 out of 12 ménths for on-peak
transactions and 8 out of 12 months for off-péak transactions.

CSC corrécted theseé allegéd failures by (1) detérnining
price ratios betwéen economy enérgy prices and Edison’s system
decremental cost using a forecast of Edison’s 1992 systeéem -
generation costs derived from the ELFIN model; and (2) detérmining
the selling utilities’ 1992 genération costs for economy énérgy
using escalation factors contained in the SERAM II data filesgzlin

csc’s opinion, this economy énergy pricing méthodology énsurés that
‘the historical rélationship bétween economy energy prices, Edison’s
decremental costs, and the seélling utilities’ costs of geéneration
are all based on properly escalatéd 1992 forecast géneération costs.
This method providés a system for estimating éconémy énergy pficés
in the forecast period based on the historical relationship betweén
these three factors without having t6 rely on subjective fléor
pricés.

CSC deéclarés that the sééd run methodoleogy allows the
ELFIN model to prédict the Edison marginal coést that is applied to
the updated price ratios used to determine the price of economy
enérgy in the forécast period. The product of the seed run
marginal cost and the pricing ratios is the price for economy
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transactions in 1692, Furthermore, the séed run is alsoe performed
in the OF-out run in order to refléct the reaction of selling
utilities to the effect that thé removal of significant amounts of
variably pricéd QF energy wodld‘haVé on Edison’s system decreméntal
dosts{ This method causes the price of economy energy to be higher
in the QF-out run than in the QF-in run,
V CSC argues that Commission precedéent supports thé useé of
- the sééd run methodology for forécasting economy energy prices. In
D.88-11-052, the Commission adoptéd thé seed run méthodology for
forecasting economy energy pricés for PG&E. (D.88-11-052, at 38.)
" In that decision, the Commission stated:
#*Thé séed run chéosés bétweeén Northwest
[economy) power purchases and incrémental
conventional genération on an economic basis.
The sééed run thus provides more réfined
approximations of the jncrementa) fossi)
_ generation costs,* Id, (Emphasis added.)
Furthérmoré, CSC points out that the Commission recognized that
~ seéd runs should be performéd in both thé QF-in and QF-out runs. .
- Id. at 65. Rejecting PG&E’s attempt to hardwire fixed économy
 energy prices in the QF-out run, the commission éoﬂcludéd that ~the
- pricé of Northwest (economy) powér should bé pernitted toé vary in
the QFs-out run.~” Id., at 66. The Commission explainéd thati

A séparaté seed run for thé QF-out casé will
simulate the expécted reaction of Northwest
{economy) sellérs to the hypothétical loss of
variably priceéd power from QFs and PGLE’s
conséquent greatér reliance on thérmal
genération, Thus, modelérs should do _a
séparaté séed run té determiné the price of

orthwes ecod o]

for 1989, 1d, (Emph:sis added.)
‘ CSC contends that these same modeling principles are
applicable to the forecast of economy énergy pricés for Edison
during the ECAC perioed. Edison/DRA allow economy energy prices to
vary in the QP-in run baseéd upon historical relationships beéetween
economy energy prices and Edison’s 1989-1990 system decreméntal
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cost, but hold ecénomy energy prices constant in the QF-out run‘
CSC says the Comnission has found that, contrary to Edison/DRA's
assertions, sellers 6f economy energy would react to the removal “of
variably priced QF powér from a utility’s system by raising their
prices in relation to the increaséd system decréméntal costs of the
purchasing utility and that such changes should be reflécted in IER
modeling. (D.88-11-052 at 66.) CSC urges the commission to
reaffirm the useé of the seed run méthodology in this proceeding.
‘It claims there is absolutely no reason that the écononic o
principles underlying the adoption of this modeling principle 1n
D.88-11-052 should not bée applieéd to this proceeding. o

3. Discussion :
The Joint Recommendation process for determining economy

energy prices is reasonablé and will be adopted. The prices were
based on historical ratios and accounted for thé forecast drop in
gas prices by adopting a floor pricé mechanism to assure that -
economy énergy pricés in thé ELFIN modél would not be forecast at
less than the séller’s incremental cost. By using a 1992 coal
‘price forecast in computing the price, the Joint Recommendation
allowed for séllér’s incréased costs. CSC’s éscalation of price
ratios fundamentally changes thé ratios such that there is né
correlation to historical relationships and provides no logical
basis for forecasting economy énergy prices.

In the QFs-in run, CSC’s economy energy price méchanism
allows thé cost of économy énérgy to seek its own level evén though
csC’s forecast of these costs is bélow the suppliérs’ cost of
generation. This result has the effect of minimizing économy
energy prices in the QFs-in run, despité the escalated price
ratios, thereby increasing the IER.

csc’s procedure which removes all economy enérgy frcn ‘the
resource mix to forecast the price of economy énergy in ELFIN is
wrong. That method has no relation to how Edison, or any utfility,
operates its system. The intérconnécted markétplace normally has
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surplus energy to market as a result of utility load and résource
diversity. When Edison purchases econony energy the system
- incremental cost at that time is used as an input in making the
purchase decision. Other economy purchases aré not removed from
the equation to determine Edison’s incremental costs or the cost
that Edison would be willing to pay. ELFIN shéuld try té‘réplicate
the real world to the éextent possible; CSC’s méethod doés not. :
¢SC has excluded économy énergy availability in the
QFs-out run. This unjustifiably increases the ELFIN marginal cost
output due to additional gas génération and thus maximizées the
pricé of économy energy in the QFs-out run. Thus, CSC’S
methodolbgy results in maximizing the differential dollars between
the QFs-in and QFs-out runs, thereéby increasing the IER.

The samé economy enérgy prices should bé used in ELFIN
for both the QF-in run and the QF-out ruh. - There should beé no
escalation of economy énergy prices in thé QF-out run. cs¢fs,,_
argument to the contrary is not persuasive., CSC asserts that we
authorized the escalation in D.88-11-052 (PG&E, 29 CPUC 2d 566, .
601). In our opinion D.88-11-052 does not control. Pirst, :in PGSE
we only considéred thé treatment of Northwést economy energyf
Edison has the ability to purchase economy energy from the
Northwest, the Southwest, and to a lessér extent california. With

pmore sellers in thé market prices need not éescalate., Theré is no
evidence that Edison moves thée economy énérgy market. Sécond, in

. PGLE we wére extremeély reluctant when we chose to assumeé an
increase in price. Wé saidt
#Theé s 8 : O €
a : : .

parties have defined it

* & &

~le aré thus forced to choose bétween two
unrealistic rn s es0lVé
vpothetical problem, In keeping with our
adopted QFs-in/QFs-out approach to calculating
thé IER, we conclude that the price of
Northwest powér should be peérmitted to vary in
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the QPs—out run. " ' (29 CPUC 2d 566, 601;
emphasis added.) o 7 ‘
- Our reluctance in PGLE 15 obvious. - When’ describing
issues as *artificial® and solutions as *"two unrealistic'ﬂ
alternatives™ it is clear our choice was forced, rathér>ihéﬂ”
confident. We now have three years more of experience and a -
proceeding with substantial evidence that there is a dlfference
betweén PG&E's 1989 operations and Edison’s 1992 opérations. -
Third," in prior Edison ECAC proceedings the economy
energy price was constant in both runs: (e.g., D.88-09-031, 29
 cpuc 2d 314, 337-338, 344} D.90-01-048; D.90-12-067.) We seé no
reason to depart from the IER methodology of prior Edison ECACs.:
There are sufficiént differences between Edison and PGAE to support
different results. We cannot affirm CSC's theory that with QPs oéut’
economy energy prices would rise, but evéry othér cost would remain
constant.," ’ _
' Much more than ELFIN inputs would be affected. " The
adoption of such a policy would résult in the price paid to QFS' 1
- exceeding the marginal cést of the utility, and therefore promote a‘
larger than economically efficient quantity of OQPs to produce
energy. The end result would be to promoteé an économically
inefficiént allocation of energy production bétween QFs and the
 utility, which would imply highér than necessary costs of
production, and higher than necéssary rates.




 A.91-05-050 ALJ/RAB/JEt

F. To #COMMIT® or ~NCOMMT~
Edison’s system opérators ~commit,~ or start-up, enough

firm Qeneration resources to méeet the anticipatéd peak load of the
- day, plus a spinning reserve margin equal to thé larger of 7% of

thé peak load or the largest singlé contingéency on the Edison

system. The number of units committed by operators has a ]

significant impact on the total costs of sérving the 1léad. More

commitmént of résources increases production costs as compared to

less commitment. , , _
The ELFIN modeél offérs the production cost modeler two

options to choose from in determining how many generation units
will be committed to sérve thé load in each month: the ~*COMMIT~
option and the ~NCOMMT~ option. Each option operates by ]
establishing a commitmént target equal to the peéeak load of the
month plus thé required spinning réserve margin and thén committing
enough units to meét that targét. The difference bétween the two
options is in how many MW each unit counts for in contributing to
thé target, The COMMIT option counts éach unit at its capacity .
derated for both maintenance and forcéd outages. Thé NCOMMT eption
counts each unit at its capacity derated for mainténance outages
only. Thus, if a modéler uses thé NCOMMT option fewer résources
aré requiréd to achieve a givén commitment target than if the
COMMIT option is useéd.

The choice of which option to use, COHHIT or NCOMMT, .
affects both the IER and revénue requiréemént. In relation to the
1ER computation the COMMIT éption lowérs the IER whilé thé NCOMMT
ralses the IER. Edison and DRA récomménd COMMIT; CSC recommends
NCOMMT. Thé basis for making thé choice between COMMIT and NCOMMT
should be which option most accurately replicates actual systém
opérations in the probabilistic ELFIN model. The economic effeéct
of using NCOMMT is to reduce baséloéad costs and increéase
incréméntal costs so costs in the QF-out run will increase as
higher pricéd units aré substituted for QF énergy.
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1. ositio 1ison ,_BQ
Edison. and DRA argue that in making the assessment of

which option most accuratély replicates actual systen Operations,
the differéencé bétween real time, real world system operations and
the probabllistic ELFIN production cost model must be considered.
" In the real world, when operators make comnitmént decisions,- units
re either available or not avaflable, and the operators know which
units are avallable and which aré not. In thé ELFIN model, units
‘are only available with some probability less than one. In othér
words, a unit with a 10% forced outage rate is 90% ~therée~” and 10%
»hot there* in theé probabilistic ELFIN model.

This, they contend, is the crucial point in understanding
why COMMIT is thé correct option to use in the ELFIN model. If the
NCOMMT option is used, the commitment target will seéeéemingly be
achieved based on theé rated, or full, capacity of the generation
units. But each unit is #not theré~ in the ELFIN model with a
probability equal to its forced outage rate. Thus, if a target is
achievéd baséd on rated capacity, when one considers that each unit
is not there somé of the time, thé commitmeént target will not be
achiéeved. The COMMIT modeling convention correctly compensates “for
this phénoménon by derating each unit by its forcéd outage rate in
‘counting its contribution toward achieving the commitment target.
The effect of dérating each unit by its forced outage rate is to
commit more units to cover for the shortfall in commitment due to
units béing not there some of the time as the result of forced
outages.

Edison gives the following examplet 1In actual system
opération 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 meét systém requirements. Thus, colléctively these
units can only beé depended upon to provide 900 MW (nine units at
full capacity) or 90% of total rated capacity. If the utility
needs 1,000 MW, another unit must be committed. ELFIN is incapable
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of éxactly replicating this operatlén. In production cost
modeling, a resourceé is only available with some probability, thus
yielding a capacity factor of less than 100%., In other words, in
order to simulate this hypothetical systeén opération,_ELFIN, using
the COMMIT variable, recognizes ten units at 90% of each unit’s
rated capacity for a total of 900 MH. As in actual system
opération, ELFIN will now commit an additional unit to meét the
1,000 MW system requirément. If the NCOMMT variable ié used, ELFIN
will recognizé all tén units at 100 MW éach, ignoring the probable
unavailability of a unit dué to a forced outage, and thereby
underconmitting résourcés. NCOMMT simply does not replicate actual
system operation where forced outages cannot be ignored.

2. Posjtion of ¢s¢

¢SC states that the COMMIT variable in the ELFIN model
should be rejected because it overstates Edison’s nééd for
génerating units. CSC recommends the NCOMMT variable. cce

supports CSC. - : :

' csc claims that Edi.son's own testimony admits that thé .
Edison systém for the forecast perfiod will maintain a 26.2% réseérve
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 MW of as-available OF capacity in theé QF-out
run, Edison is left with 600 MW of éxcéss capacity above its 16%
target reserve margin. With this much excéss capacity on its
system, CSC believes it is unrealistic to suggest that Edison will
need to include an additional substitution unit in the QF-out run.
This illogical result stems from the Edison/DRA usé of thé COMMIT
variable in committing units to thé systém. Using this deérated
capacity results in the overcommitmént of resourcés. This
ovércommitment of units résults in Edison’s having to acquire
additional capacity in the form of a 320 MW unit - a substitution
unit - when approximately 1,100 MW of firm variable price QF .
capacity is taken off thé Edison systeém in thé QF-out run. The use
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of a substitution unit in the QF-out run would be appropriate if
Edison had insufficiént resources to meet its needs absent the
variable priced QF capacity. However, this is not the case.
Edison’s loads and reésoéurcés for the forecast period indicate a
surplus of nearly 1,700 MW in excess of the amount required to
satisfy the planning and operational resérves which Edison has .
determined are adequate. Thus, the rémoval of 1,100 MW of firm

- variable price QFs would still leave Edison with 600 MW in eéxcéss
of its needs, Theéreforé, the operation of a substitution unit in
the QFs-out run is illogical and unneceéssary.

3. Discussion
Both sides haveé cited Commission precedent in suppért of

their positions. Edisbn and DRA cite D.88-09-031, an Edison ECAC
proceeding, wheré this samé issué was 1litigated. In that decision
the commission found that the realities of Fdicon’s system - .

" opérations include thé realitiés of the probability of forced
outages and theréforé it is reasonable for ELFIN to reéeflect this
probability and its impact on the availability of Edison’s system
capacity. CSC cites D.88-11-052, a PG&E ECAC proceeéeding, where we
said that ”modélers should corréct for ELFIN’s derating capacity
for forced outages in committing units to meet commitment targets.”
(2% cPUC 24 566, 595.) This means to use thé NCOMMT variable, the
rated unit commitment option. Edison counters that in D.90-03-060
(36 CPUC 2d 2), a recent BRPU decision, we orderéd PGLE to usé the
COMMIT varfablé.

Wé have reévieweéd our prior decisions in this area in
1ight of the evidénce in this case regarding the operation of the
Edison systeém and have concluded that thé usé of the COMMIT
variable best replicates actual system operations in the
probabilistic ELFIN model., Weé aré impressed with Edison’s argument
that dispatchers must consider the probability of forced éutages
and allow for it. As soon as a unit goes down, another must be
avajilable to maintain system integrity. COMMIT replicates this;
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NCOMMT doés not. Although whether a particular unit will incur a
forced outage is, by definition, unpredictable, the history of
system operations will show a pattern of forced outagés which must
- be considered. : , ' o
We agree with Edison that CSC is wrong when it equates

the 16% planning réserve criteria with theé 7% spinning réserve
operating criteria in reaching its conclusion that Edison has
adequate capacity without adding a substitution unit. f%here is no
rélationship between the two criteria., It is not the case that if
planning reserves éxceed the planning réserve critéeria by X% that
 spinning réserves will be able to exceed the required spinning

reserve margin by Xt. Finally, we note that the »ELFIN Algorithms
Guide~ prepared by the Environmental pefensé Fund, the sponsor of
ELFIN, supports the méthod of derating capacity for forced outages
by use of the COMMIT variablé. - ‘ -
G. Automatic Generation Control (AG _

- AGC is a computér-régulated dispatch systém which allows
the capability of a thermal unit to automatically react to changes
in load on thé Edison systém. AGC generation constitutes -
sregqulation* and is hecessary to continuously match system load
with an equivalent amount of generation. To opérate Edison’s
control area within control performance criteria, there i a need
to maintain an adequate numbér of units on AGC for downward or
upward régulation requirements at all times. Division order 5
(D0-5) is an opérating procedure in which a unit is manualiy set at
minimum operating lévels. :

. The parties disputé whether the need for regulatien on
Edison’s systém that occurs in real time operations can be '
reflected in theé ELFIN model. Edison’s and DRA’s modeling
recognizes that there is a system minimum regulation réquirement
which is reasonably représented in the ELFIN mOdeliﬁgAby
représenting the 480 MW units at their low AGC 1limit. The
production simulation modeling that Edison and DRA have provided
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reflects the expeécted actual system Operations and expenses during
thée forecast period. Keeping some Edison unfits on AGC is required
at all timés in the real world. While the ELFIN model cannot -
replicate thé actual computer function of matching load to
“geneération, Edison has not asked ELFIN to do6 that. Theé AGC
capability on the Edison system is reasonably represented in ELFIN
by limiting the operation of the four 480 MW units to their Adc

. operating ranges.

, CSC argues that Edison's operators attémpt to reduce
costs at all times and on all opérating levels. Thus, when load is
low the most economic operations would call for reducing units to
their minimum lévéls. This can be modéléd by permitting all. units

to operate within thé full range of their abilities, including o
dropping to their DoO-§ minimums. Modeling units such that théy can
operaté at their lowest levels whén it is economic to do so . - .
simulates actual systém operations. Therefore, the commission,
should direct modelers to pérmit the ELFIN model to run units
within the full range of the DO-5 operating levels. -

‘Edison’s usé of AGC in its model is corréct. acc -
provides the regulation necessary to continuously match Ediébﬁ?ﬁ
systém load with an équivalent amount of génération. AGC must be
accounted for to réflect the actual opération of Edison’s systea.

CSC’s modeling of Edison’s thermal units at DO-5 minimums doés not
réplicate Edison’s actual opérations. We have adopted AGC minimum
lévels in our recént BRPU proceeding D.90-03-060 and should dé so

- here,
H. st-Run_Un _
Edison’s system operating réquireménts dictate that a
number of oil and gas units from cértain generating stations be on
line at all timés for system réliability reasons. CSC advocates
designating thé must-run units after the ELFIN model is first -
allowed to determiné economic dispatch of units without artificial
constraints., CSC then reviéws the ELFIN output to determine




' A.91-05-050  ALJ/RAB/3ft

"uhether additional units must be Tun to satisfy system operating
. constraints, which results in fewer must-run unit designations.j
' Thus, in csC’s opinion, the efficient operation of the systeém is-
maximized. CSC’s modeling of must-run units attémpts to meéet
EdiSOn must-run requiréménts on an economic priority. list basis and
doés not replicate Edison’s system operation.
Edison argues that it does not commit units based solely
. on an economic priority list to meét system must-run requifenents.
It says that it satisfies its system reliabiiity réquireménts by
committing those units which have beén détermined to bést meet
systém needs on the basis of their location, availability,
dependability, and a number of other factors besidés economics.
After satisfying system reliability requirements, Edison commits
units baséd on an optimized unit commitment to minimize total
production costs.
In order to réplicaté actual systém operation in ELFIN,
Edison and DRA includéd as must-run units, the units that are
-typicéliy on 1ine in Edison’s system as must-run units. For .
example, Edison and DRA included El Segundo Unit 4 which is useéd
more often in actual operation as a must-run unit than the unit
chosen by ¢SC. ELFIN is theén allowed to dispatch the remaining
available résources on an optimized basis. :
CSC’s method reéquirés that evéry time there is a change
in the forecast and a new production cost run is made, an iteration
is requiréd to determineé which unit économically satisfiés the
must-run system réquirément. In our opinion, Edison’s and DRA’s
nmodeling better replicatés actual systém operation and constitutes
a moré reasonable and éfficient méthod for thé dévelopment o6f the
reVenue requirement and the IER and should be adopted.

On July 31, 1991 BPA gave written notice to Edison that

the BPA Sales and Exchange Agreement (BPA contract) would convert
to a saleé for the year 1991-1992. There is no disputée between the
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parties that, as result of this notice, the BPA contract will be in

the sale node through July 31, 1992 and all parties have modeled
the contract this way. The disagreement occurs in how to médel”

this contract for the remainder of theé forecast period. Edison and

DRA have modeled the BPA contract in the sale mode through
becembér 31, 1992; CSC has modeled thé contract as an exchange from
August 1, 1992 through December 31, 1992,
. Ih December 1990, BPA issued its 1990 pPacific Northwést

Loads and Résources Study in which it assumes theé BPA contract is
to be in the sale mode through the year 2000 despite showing an
The language in the contract itself indicates that
the contract is to bé in the sale modé unléss noticé provisions to
the contrary are given by BPA.

csSe¢ says that the Edison/BPA contract has operated as a
seasonal exchange since 1989, and that BPA was ableé to convert thé
contract to a power sale this year only bécausé of unique
circumstances in which BPA was forced to buy excess power this year
in order to guarantéé enough in case of a drought over the néxt
four years. This éxcess power permitted BPA to sell to Edison -
undér the contract this year. CSC assérts that Edison/DRA have
supplied no evidencé to support their contention that these speoial
circumstances will continue into the next Edison/BPA contract year
(i.e., August 1992 - August 1993). csc points out that BPA’s
published loads and resources analysis indicates an expecteéd BPA -
déeficit over the next ten yéars., Further, plans in the Paoifio _
Northwest to stréngthen weak salmon stocks will causé a loss of 112
avérage MW in hydro projects located in the Northwest. As a
consequénceé, CSC believes these conditions areé highly unlikély to
foster the type of circumstances which permitted BPA to convert the
contract to a sale this year.

BPA, 1iké any other utility, has an incentive to maxinizé
réevenue from the sale of power. In thé case of the Edison/BPA
contract, the conversion to a powér sale enablés BPA to sell
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surplUs power it has acquired fer the com1ng water year as part of
longer term acquisitions. There is no reason why BPA could not
~similar1y acquire additional’ power to continue the contraot in a
salé mode into the next delivery year. coénvérting the contract to
‘a sale ‘through July 1992 has allowed BPA to maké more money than by
‘keeping the contract as an exchangé. By Keeéping the contract ‘as a
sale beyond August 1992, BPA continues to make money from this
contract., Nor arée we pérsuaded that the Northwést plan for salnon
stocks will force BPA to convert the. contract back to an eXChange.
BPA has stated in its BPA Journal that 'converting the e¥changes to
' sales will increasé the averagé streamflows in the rivet.‘,system in
the summer, which will improve conditions for juvenile f£ish
migrations.” Thus, it is not obvious that kéeping thée BPA contract
in the sale mode throughout the forecast pérfod will ‘bé detrimental

to salmon migration.
We will model the contract as a sale for the entire

forecast period.

- Edison intentionally categorized 21 QF contracts with
‘under 40 MW of dedicated firm capacity that aré outside the’ Edison
sérvice territory with the group of contracts consisting of QFs
with over 40 MW of dedicated capacity ﬁithiandisoﬂ's service
territory in détérmining its capacity and enérgy forecast. Theése
undér 40 MW résources aré made up of 86% geothermal-based resources
with the remainder being biomass-fueled projects. Edison and DRA
believeé this approach is reasonable because the load shapé of these
resources is similar to the over 40 MW classification. They claim
that theéir modeéling of these resources more olosely replicates
actual systeéem operation., _

CSC believes that Edison’s modéling is an error which

Edison refusés to admit. In its ELPIN modeling, €SC corrected this
error by including thése out-of-territéry undér 40 MW contracts in

@
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the under 40 MW category. Furthermore, CSC has modeled these out-
of-territery QF contracts to apply 100% of the QF capacity toward
unit commitment, as opposed toé the 80% capacity applieéd by Edison
to unit commitment for its in-service-térritory under 46 MW QF
contracts. In this manner, CSC conténds that it has correc;ly'_
matched the QF capacity with the associated load shape for these
contracts as opposed to Edison’s mismatch bétween resources and
énerqgy deliveries.

Edison asserts that thére was no mismatch and no error.

It intentionally categorized theése contracts that way becausé their
load shapé is similar to the over 40 MW classification. Because
Edison’s modeling of these résources most closely réplicates actual
system opération wé will adopt its position.

The final step in thé process of detérmining an IER. is to
calculate it aiven the total cost outputs frOm the OFs-in and
OFs-out ELFIN production cost runs. Edison and DRA récommend a{r
method baséd on pérforming a separate IER calculation for'eadh of
the 12 months, and then calculating thé annual IER as thé sinpié
average of the 12 monthly IER valueées with a 0,65% start-up addeér.
CSC, on thé othér hand, pérforms its IER calculation in oné step on
an annual basis. Under C€SC’s method the resulting IER is higher
than thé method proposed by Edison and DRA. '

Edison and DRA argué that the IER calculation must be 7
pérformed on a monthly basis and theén avéragéd to detérmine an
annual IER bécauseé gas pricés vary 6n a monthly basis. In order to
calculate an IER in one stép on an annual basis as €SC recommends,
an average annual gas price must bé determined to plug into the IER
formula. They say théré is no method by which such an annual -
average gas price can be calculated that will result in an accurate
IER calculation under all circumstances. Given the circumstances
that exist for this ECAC forecast perfod, and that are likely to
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exist for the foréseeablée future,. csc’s annual IER calculation ‘
method will overstate the corréctly calculated IER.

: csc argues that in order to account for the seasonal
variAtions in gas use and gas price which affect Edison’s avoided
costs, CSC used a weighted average cost of gas for the entire
forecast period in determining the annual average IER. This takes
the annual, not monthly, changé in costs between the QP-in and

~ QF-out runs and divides this by the annual change in QF géneration
between the OF-in and QF-out runs and by the wéighted average cost
of gas. This, in csc’s opinion, provides a much closer éstimation
of Edison’s avoided costs on an annual basis because the seasonal
fuel use and fuel cost Variations are theréby incorporated into the

' calculation.

' Edison, in Exhibit 10, has calculatéd the IER

algebraically using its method and CSC’s method. Edison has shown
that undér €SC’s method if there is a corrélation in the fraction

of incremental production made up from gas-firéd reésources with the
gas price, thée IER will be wrong. It would sérveé no useful purpose.
to set forth threée pages of algebraic calculation. Suffice it to

say we have réviewed the calculation and find it to be accurate and

theé theoéry reasonablée. €SC’s method of calculating the average

fuel price for theé year is flawved and, theréfore, its IER

calculation is flawed. We will adopt Edison’s and DRA’s method of

calculating the IER.
IV. Revenue Allocation and Rate Desian

A. ayéenue Al or

In this procéeding the revenue allocation is interim in
nature: That is, it will be used to allocate the cost for rate
changes 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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proceeding we have found the ECAC revenue requirement to be a }:fo
decrease of approximately $53.3 million. Howéver, we are. spreading‘
rates which include the revenue requirement from other proceedings
for a total increase of $138.4 million. It is to that o
$138.4 million that this revenue ‘allocation and rate de51gn portion
of the decision is directed. :

Both Edison and DRA use the capped EPHC basis to. allocate
the proposed revenue requirement. Both agree that the net
 deficiency or surplus due to capping and. flooring 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 intervening
ECAC proceedings. In Edison’s two subsequént ECAC decisions, the
commission adopted a capped EPMC allocation which limited changes .
in revénués to rate groups. In Edison’s last ECAC, the Commission‘
adopted a full EPMC allogation. In this ECAC, by agreement of the'
parties, ‘we ‘aré using the marginal ‘costs and customer usage '
characteristics found reasonable in Edison’s current GRC, o
A. 90-12-018. '

DRA recommends continuing thé use of a capped EPHC
approach to revenué allocation in this proceeding, with the net
deficiency or surplus due to caps and floors being allocated on an
EPMC basis to all groups that are not capped or floored. DRA
recommends a cap of 2.5% ovér SAPC. Only the agricultural and
pumping class would be subject to the cap. DRA recommends a floor
of no decrease. Large power and streetlighting are affected by
this. The floor recommendation is a matter of soné controversy in
this proceeding and is discussed in moré detail below. _

Edison récommends capping the allocation to rate’ groups
at 5% above SAPC except that incréases to the agricultural and
pumping group should be capped at 3. 5% above SAPC and increases to
the domestic group at 2.5% above SAPC. The proposéed caps recognize
the recent difficulties experienced by the agricultural customers
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and the Sighifiéant'iﬁcréases,Ln'reVénﬁes'éilocated'to'domeétic;
customers since 1987. Edison recommends that decreases in the
allocation to rate groups should be flooréd at 5% below SAPC.

IU récommends that the Comnission adopt Edison’s proposed
caps and floors, including the 3.5% cap for the agricultural and
pumping'ngup; CLECA recommends no caps or flooxs be used'exeépt a
5% cap on the increases to the agricultural and pumping group.
Cal-SLA recommends a full EPMC allocatioﬁ'without caps ot floors.

The issue of a cap on rates for thé agricultural and
pumping group has been settled by the Legislature in AB 2236, ‘where
it was enacted that this Commission, prior té June 1, 1992, shall
not increase ratesifor electrical services for agricultural and
pumping customers by an amount more than the system average rate
‘incréase. (1992 Cal Stat. 862.) As required by statute, this
decision will increase égriCUltural and punping ratés by SAPC only.

In régard to streetlighting, we agreé with Cal-SLA that
neither a floor of no decreasé in rates nor a floor of 5% below
SAPC should be adoptéd. Under our policy of EPMC, if a customer
class is entitled to a decrease it should receive it, absent some
compelling reason. There {8 no compelling tea50n.héré. DRA argues
that streetlighting rates aré likely to rise in June 1992 when they
are again considered in Edison's GRC, especially if a decrease is
ordered in this ECAC proceeding. Therefore, in the interest of
rate stability, rates should not be loweréed now only to be
increased in June. Cal-SLA replies, simply, it preférs the
decrease to which it is entitled, thank you} should rates increaseé
in June it will pay the increase in June. For similar reasons, we
se¢ no need to place a floor on the decréase for large power. ~We
wish to émphasize that these decreases will riot limit us in future
rate cases to implement; or restrict, future increases or -
decréases, regardless of magnitude. .




B. Rate Desigg

' There are relatively féw rate design issues in this
proceeding., virtually all rate design issues are handled in: .
Phase II of the GRC. 1In general, DRA is in agreement with Edison
on rate design issues with a few exceptions.

1. Averagé and On-Peak Raté Limiters
DRA opposes thé continuation of the phase-out of the On—

peak rate limiter for thé TOU-8: class. DRA recomménds that this
issue bé addressed in Phase II of the Edison GRC, A.90-12- 018.

consistent with past Commission decisions, Edison proposed in
its last ECAC to phase out avérage and on-peak rate limiters‘ DRA
agreed with the proposal and no party opposed it. As a result, the
commission increaséd the avérage and on-péak rate liniters above
what they otherwise would have beén.  (D.90-12-067, pp. 58- 59 )
continue the policy of phasing out the rate limiters annually in
the ECAC proceedings, Edison proposes to sét the average rate T
limiter at 5¢/kWh above the- average summér rate for the TOU-8
secondary raté group. DRA finds this proposal reasonable‘ No o
party opposed this proposal. '

Edison also proposes, consistént with D.90-12- 067, to
increase the on-peak rate limiter by 15% abové the revénue change
to the applicable TOU-8 rate group. Only DRA opposed this
proposal. it arqués that bécause this raté component is only in
effect for the summér months and becausé thé GRC Phase I1 decisieén
is expectéd prior to the start of the next Edison summer season,'
there is no reason to decide it at this time. ‘It is best handled
{n the GRG. Edison points cut that in its last ECAC decision, we
ordéred thé phase-out of on-péak limiters. It arques that we
should continue the phase-out in this procéeding to bé effeotiVe
from January 20, 1992 until thé GRC déoision is implemented: in the
GRC proceeding, the futuré need for on-peak rate limiters should be

evaluated.
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He agree with Edison. The issue is one that is usually .
'de01ded in an ECAC proceeding and merely because there is another
proceéding in which it may be reviewed is no réason to delay a
decision. Edison’s: position is consistent with our prior decision
to phase out on-peak limiters. ,

2. Ratio of Nonbaseline to Baseline Rates

DRA proposeés an increase of 3. 5% above the domestic 4
average increase for baseliné ratés. This will result in a 9 34%
increase in the baseline rate and a 2.67% incr2ase in the
nonbaseline rate from present rates (based on the revénue
requirement used in DRA's testimony). This reduces thé nonbaséline
to baseline rate ratio from 1.39:1 to 1. 30711,

: Consistent with Edison’s last two ECAC décisions
(D.90 01-048, p. 34} D. 90-12-067, p. €0), Edison proposes to
increase the total baseline rate by 2.5% more than the dOmestic
aVerage increase. This results in a reduction in the nonbaseline
to baseline ratio from 1.39t¢1 to 1.33i1. TURN proposes a4 more
nodest closure between the baseline and nonbaseline rates by | .
allocating any révenue 1ncrease to the domestic group on an equal
cents-per-kwh basis.

Both Edison’s and DRA's proposals are consistent with the
réquirenent to reduce thé ratio béetween baséline and nonbaseline_
rates. Neither DRA nor TURN presents a compelling argument to
changé the rate of closure adopted in Edison’s last two ECAC
proceédings. Edison’s proposal continues to make progress toward
reducing the tier differential, and takes into account the rate
increases experienced by domestic customers in récént years.. At
the same time, Edison‘s proposal complies with our policy to '
procéed with baseline reform and *ensures that in the very néar
future the level of.-the LIRA discount and the size of thé
7ier 1/Tier 2 rate ‘differential are essentially commensurate.®

(1.88-07-009, D.89-09-044, p. 8.)
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"3jiFindinqs of Pact

- 1. An energy reliability index (ERI) of 0 1 is reasonable‘i:

,{ iand should be adopted.

R 2. The combustion turbine capacity cost for 1992 of $79 61
f?:'per kW should be adopted. : N PR
... ‘3. The ‘pécommended ECABF revenue requirement for the 1992
forecast period should reflect. the forécast carrying costs V",_
fassociated with 5,0 nillion barrels of fuel oil inVentOry. " The

7"”carrying costs assoclated with fuel - oil inventory in exceéss 0f 5.0

'million barréls should not be included in the ECABF rate levels to

‘ be madé effective by this ‘decision.

4. The gas storage inventory level contained in the Joint

"~Recomméndation is reasonable and should be adopted.

: T By The Joint Recommendation is feasonable and should be
'adopted, as modified by our: finding on thé service levél credit. 8
) 6.‘ “An 1ER of 8,908 Btu/kﬂh is reasonable and should be
7. Reasonable time differentiated IERs should bei
' Summért L ' '
' : 'On-Peak o 12981 _
Mid-Peak'p - 9237
Of f-Peak 7638
Winter: . . . »
. ' Mid-peak - o 11331
Of f-Peak 8427
Super-Off-Peak 5845

_ 8. For all purposes in this ptOceeding the adopted cost of
gas “should be $2. 83 pér MMBtu. _ : :
S 9 The service level credit for Service ‘Lével 4/5 should bé
14. Bé per MHBtu. : :

"10. The forecast of intrastate gas transportation costs
associated with PG&E’'s service to ‘Edison’s Cool Water generating
units should be computed by using the average cost of gas
‘transportation provided by SoCal.




L AI91:05-050 “ALI/RAB/jE 4

11.» The foréecast of sales for the five customer groups ' .

presented by Edison is réasonable and should be adopted.
S VI DRA’s and Edison’s method of forecasting QF production is

reasonable and should be adopted. =

13. Edison’s and DRA's recommendeéd forecast amount of économy
energy of 4, 663 gwh is reasonable and should be adopted.'

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

15, It is reasonablé to utilize floor prices to relaté
economy energy prices on the lower end to thé supplier’s cost of

generation. :

- 16. The commitment’ target established by theé COMHIT option in
the ELFIN model production cost prégram is réasonablée and should be
adopted. : o ' : S
17. The COMMIT option replicatés actual system operation ..

where forced outages cannot be ignored. The NCOMMT option dOee:not
perform this function. SR

18. To determine the IER calculation, modelers shOuld perform .
a separate IER calculation for each’ of the 12 months and then .
calculateé the annual IER as the simple average of the 12 monthly
IER values with a 0.65% start-up adder. :

19. It is reasonable to model ELFIN for automatic generation
control as Edison and DRA recommend. Thé modél should represent
the 480 MW units at theéir low AGC limit.

20. 1In order to replicate ‘actual system operation in ELFIN
"the Edison and DRA must-run units reconnendation should be adopted.

21, Thé BPA contract should be modeled as if it were in the
sale mode through Deécember 31, 1992, :

" 22. Edison's categorization of 21 QF contracts with under 40

MW of dedicated firm capacity that are outsidé Edison's service
- territory with the group of contracts consisting of QFs with over
40 MW of dedicated capacity within Edison’s service territory in
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fdetermlnlng its capacity and energy forecast is reasonable and o
should be adopted. , ' '

- - 23. The marglnal costs and customer usage characteristics
found reasonable in Edison’s current GRC, A. 90-12-018, are
reasonable for use in this ECAC application and should be adopted.

24. Agricultural and pumping customer rates shall be o
~ increased no more than SAPC. :

7 25. Rates for stréetlighting and large power shall be
decreased by an amount which should not be limited by any f100r on

- rates., -

: 96. For all other rate classifications rates shall be‘Spread
on the basis of EPMC. The system average increase is 2.1%.  (See

Attachment D, p. 1.) '

_ 27. Edison’s proposal to phase out aveérage and on-peak rate‘
limiters is réasonable and should be adopted. -
: 28. Edison’s proposal to réduce the ratio of nonbaseline to
baséline rates by increasing the basellne rate by 2.5% more than

"the domestic average increase is reasonable and should be adopted._

29. The increases in rates and charges authorized by this
‘decision set forth in Attachnents ¢, D, and E are justified, and
are just and reasonable. :

30. TURN is eligible for compensation, pursuant to Rule
76.54. It has préviously been found to have met its burden of
showing financial hardship for 1991 in D. 91-05-029; it has raised
numerous issues 1n this proceeding; and it estimatés its budget at
$23 000- h‘ ,(} "l'i{ é‘p"( [ 3 1Iv( Y i ’

51., Edison's proposed changes ‘to its Preliminary Statément
aré reaSOnable and §hon1d be adoptéd. They are set forth in

Attachméht F. =.)j-

Conclusion of Laé'”‘
T The application shbuld be granted to the extént set forth

in the followihg order._;
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| IT IS ORDBRBD thatl . -
o 1. Southerﬂ California Edison Ccompany (Edison) may file on 3
S days' notice to ‘the Commission ‘and to the public tariffs setting
- forth the adopted rates. set forth in Attachments C, D, and E of -

~ this decision, and ‘the changes in its preliminary Statement set
forth 1n Attachment F, to be effective no earlier than January 20,

f1992.

T2 An average anﬁual 1ncfemental energy rate of 8 908
/'-Btu/kWh ‘shall bé used to determine the price paid by Edison to"
iqualifying faoilities commencing on the effective date of this '

'order‘:- i
his ordet is effectivé today.

Dated January 10, 1992, at San Francisco, Callfornia.

DANIEL Wm. FESSLER =~ .
: president -
JOHN B. OHANIAN - .
PATRICIA M. ECKERT -
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY
Commissioners_

"1 CERTIFY THAY mss oéc;sson
WAS APPROVfD 'BY THE A‘éovs
comws‘tlomns TODAY
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ATTACHMENT A

List of Appearances

Applicant: Stephén E. Pickett, Bruce A. Reed, Janet K. Lohmanp,

Interésted Partiest Messrs. Ater, Wynne, Hewitt, Dodson &

James M. Lehrer, Michael D. Mackness, and Bridget Joyce,
Attornéys at Law, for Southern California Edison Company.

Skerritt, by Michaél P. Alcantar, Attorney at Law, for
Cogenerators of Southern California; C. Hayden Amés, Attorney a
Law, for Chickeéring & Grégory; Barbara Barkovich, for Barkovich
and Yap; Patrick J. Bittnér, Attorney at Law, for California
Energy Commission; Meéssrs. Morrison & Foerster, by Lynn Haug,
erry Bloom, and Joseph Karp, Attorneys at Law, for California
Cogeneration Council; Messrs. Jackson, Tufts, Cole & Black, by
William H. Booth and Joséph S. FPaber, Attorneys at Law, for -
California Largée Energy Consumers Association; Henwood Enérgy -
Services, Inc., by David R. Branchcomb, for Geothérmal Resources
Associations 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 Oxnard and: -
Irviné; Messrs., Brobeck, Phleger s Harrison, by Gordén E, Davis,
Attorney at Law, for California Manufacturers Association;
Michel Petér Florio and Joel R. Singer, Attornéys at Law, for
Toward Utility Rate Noxmalizationj; Norman Furuta, Attornéy at.
Law, for Federal Executiveée Agencies; Dian M. Gruénéich, Attorney
at Law, for California Department of General Services; William
Marcus, for JBS Energy, Inc.} Melissa Metzler, for Bakarat &
Chamberlin; Karén Norene Mills, Attorney at Law, for California
Farm Bureau Féderationi John D. inley, for Cogeneration =
Sérvice Bureauj Messrs. Pillsbury, Madison & Sutro, by James N.
Roethé and Ed Kolto, Attorneys at Law, for Afir Products & \
Chenmicals, Inc.} Jamés Ross, for Reguiatory and Cogénération
Services, Inc.} Bartle Wells Associates, by Reed V. Schmid }ffor
California City-County Stréeet Light Associationj Messrs. Downeéy,
Brand, Seymour & Rohwér, by Phil Stohrx and Ron Liebeért, ,
Attorneys at Law, for Industrial Users; Messrs. Ater, wWynne,
Heéewitt, Dodson & Skerritt, by Mark P. Trinchero, Attorney at-
Law, for Kern River Cogénération Company; Robert B. S
Weisenmiller, for Morsé, Richard, Weisenmiller & Associatesj -
Harry W. Long, Jr., and Michelle L. Wilson, Attornéys at Law,
for Pacific Gas and Electric Company} Sam De Frawi, for the.
Naval Pacilities Engineering Command; Dave Hermanson, for Sithe
Energieées U.S.A., Inc,} Jan Smutny-Jones, for Independent Energy
Producers Association; and Sara Steck Myers, Attorneéy at Law,
for herself.

pivision of Ratepayer Advocates: Robert Cagen, Philip Weismehl,

Attorneys at Law, and Linda Gustafson.

(END OF ATTACHMERT A)
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ATTACHMENT B

JOINT RECOMMENDATION OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

EDISON COMPANY AND THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES »

N Southern california Edison Company ("Edison") and the =
pivision of Ratepayer Advocates ("DRA") jointly récomménd that
the Commission adopt the recommendations set forth hereéein ‘
 regarding the following jointly proposed révenue change and-
‘Incremental Energy Rate ("IER") in this proceeding: -

Total ECAC Revenue change' ($11.6 ﬁillibh)’-
Annual Average IER’ - 8856 BtujkWh

The testimony of Edison and the DRA support independently
‘derivéd revénué changes and recommendeéd IER's. Edison and the
DRA, upon évaluation of éach's récomméndations, determined that.
“thé différénces in each othér's recommendations were . e

réconcilable. In the interest of regulatory and administrative
éfficiéncy, Bdaison and DRA agreed to jointly recomménd, and not
contest, thé recommendations seét forth in this exhibit. - o

1. Recommendéd ECABF Reveénue ange

~ Baséd on the ECABF revenue requirement sét forth in
Appendix B to this exhibit, Edison and thé DRA recomménd
that the Commission adopt an ECABF revenue décrease in this
proceeding of $77.1 million, adjustéd to reflect the
following provisionst ’

(a) Edison and thé DRA agree that the adopted révenue
change should incorporaté Edison's forecast L
Decembér 31, 1991 balance in thé ECAC Balancing Account
baseéd on the latest available recorded balance; _

Edison and thé DRA agrée that the adopted revenue -
change should incorporaté the gas transportation rates
adopted by the commission in SoCal's BCAP '

The total ECAC révenué changeé as set forth ls composed
of changes to the ECABF, ERABF, MAABF, LIS and Base
Rates as set forth in Appendix A to this exhibit.
These recomménded revenue changes are subject to the
provisions set forth in this exhibit,

The recommended IER could change if it is necessary to
: rerun the ELFIN model to incorporate certain of the -
: conditions set forth in this joint recommendation.
® )
{Appendices C and D to the Joint
Recommendation are omitted.)
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o . ATTACHMENT B -
adopted by the Commission in SoCal's BCAP |
(c) Edison and thé DRA acknowledgé and agree that the.

. resourceé assumptions underlylng the jointly reconmended

revenué change provide a reasonable basis for, and are
offered in support of the adeption and implémentation
~of thé reécommended révenue changé and annhual average
IER set forth heréin. The résource assumptions . .
undériying this joint recommendation are set forth in
Appendi¥ C. Edisen and the PRA.further acknowlédge
and agreeé that these undérlying assumptions do not
réeflect the independeént positions of either Edison or
the DRA and should not be construéed to be an abdication

- "of the rights of éithér Edison or the DRA to advocateé
‘different principles, methodologiés or assumptions in
other procéedings;} .

(d) 1In addition to these provisions, Edison and the DRA

' agree that thé récomméndéd ECABF révenue change shall
refléct theé conditiens set forth in paragraphs 2, 3, 4,

'5, and 6 of this exhibit. o ' L

Edison and DRA agree that the recommended annual
average IER of 8856 Btu/kwh should be timé differentiated
for the Forecast Perlod as follows: :

Peak Mid-Pk Off-pk . Super Off-Pk
Summer 12,805 9,183 2,594 - N/A
winter N/A 11,264 8,377 5,811

3., Enerqy Reliability IndeX

o Edisoﬁ and the DRA recommend that thé ccinissibn'adopt
an ERI of zéré (0.0) for détermining as-available capacity

- paymeénts to QFs for theé Foreécast Period. However, the

commission is currently révieﬁing the meéthod used for
calculating the ERI in I. 89-07-004 (BRPU proceeding). If
the Commission adopts a méthodolégy which results in an ERI
greater than zeré (0.0), the ECABF revenue change

‘recommendéd heérein should be incréased to réfléct the iipact

of the resulting ERI on capacity payments to QFs whose
capacity payments are depeéndent upon an ERI value.

4. Fuel 0§] Inventory

. Edison and thé DRA agreée to the provisidns'deséribéd7in
this paragraph regarding Edison's managemént of its fuel oil

2




(b)

Lot Fofécaét period soieiy fbr the'pu}pose of settiﬁq'rateé féf:f
~ 70777 the Forecast Periocd in this proceéding. - , S

- (a)

 ATTACHMENT B

farget Fuel Oi1 Inventory Level and Fuel Oil'iﬁveﬁ£5§if 

- carrying Costs In Rates

Edison has forécast a July - Decembér 1992 tafdét-fﬂéi -

~oil inventory level of 5.2 million barréls. The DRA.
has forecast a July - December 1992 target fuel oil

inventory level of 4.9 million barrels. Edison and the
DRA agreé that for purposes of setting rates in this .

- proceeéding, thé recommended ECABF revenué réquirénent -

for the 1992 Forecast Period will reflect theé forecast
carrying costs associated with 5.0 million barrels of - .
fuel oil inventory. AR
Ratemaking Treatment of Lossés on Sales of Fuel 0il .
Inventory and Fuél 0il Inventory Carrying Costs :

In Edison's updated ECAC testimony (Exhibit 7) Ediééﬁ"

- forecast the salé of 1.5 million barrels of fuel from

inventory during thé Forecast Périod at an estimated

‘loss of $7.6 million. Due to the uncertainty of

forecasting fuel oil market évents and prices, and the .
timing and lével of poténtial lésses assoclated with

" the disposal of fuel oil inventory, Edison and thé DRA

agree thatt

(1) Thé forécast lossés on the sale of fuel oil -
inventory and the carrying costs associated with
fuel ofl invéntory in éxcess of 5.0 million =
barrels, should not be included in the ECABF rate
levels to be made effective January 20, 1992

(2) Oné hundred peércent of the losses on the sale of
fuel oil inventory and all fuel oil inventory
carrying costs shall continue to be réecorded in
the ECAC Balancing Account. However, Edison will
éstablish a tracking account to identify those
expénsés récorded in the ECAC Balancing Account
assooiated with: (1) 1992 losses on the salé of
fuel oil inventory; (ii) the 1992 carrying costs
associated with fuél oil inventory levels in '
excéss of 5.0 million barrels; and (iii)
associated interest; and

(3) Edison will not refleéct the expenses identified in
the tracking account in its ECABF rate levels
until the commission issués a decision finding
such eXpenses reasonablé.




191-05-050

ATTAHMENT B

.~ 5. cas sterage C T R |
" Edison and the DRA agreé to the provisions described -in ‘
- this paragraph—régarding'Edison!s_manaQémgnt?ofiits;gasﬁ-;,'
storage inventory and recommend that they be adopted for the
Foreécast peried in this proceeding. e
(a) Edison has forecast a gas storage banking total
invéntory amount 6f 10.4 MMDth and DRA has forécast a
 storagé banking total inventory of 7.1 MMDth}

Edison and the DRA agreé for forécast purposes to
reflect 10.4 MMDth of gas storage banking for the
Forecast Péeriod in this proceeéeding;

Edison has also férecast a smog séason storage
inventory of 10.4 MMDth while the DRA has forecast no
smog seéason stoéorage inventory; , : :

Given the importance of protecting air quality in the
Los Angeleés air basin, thé DRA and Edison agree to
réflect both the 10.4 MMDth of gas for the gas storage
banking and the 10.4 MMDth of gas for thé smog séason.
inventory in the forecast for thé 1992 Forecast Period.

6. Ratemaking Issues AR
N The DRA, in its Evaluatien Report, raised thé following
ratemaking issuest : , S ) N

(a) Removal of the nroundings® which Edison ihcludéd4ihﬁits

calculation of its ECAC balance}

(b) Removal of certain variable fuel handling costs from
Edison's ECAC account; and o ) :

(d) An adjustment to Edison's CPUC Jurisdictional Factor
used in the ECAC account to incorporate the use of
vhistoric" line loss factors. - ‘

| The DRA indicatéd that thesé issues would be addressed
. it its Reasonableness Réport. Thé DRA also raised the
following issues in its Evaluation Report: -

(d) Recovery of légal fees associated with fuel supplier
refunds through the ECAC; and

(e) Modification of Part G.11 of Edison's Préliminary
Statement to change the definition of a fuel ¢ycle as
it 1gdused to determine a nuclear unit's Incentive
Per . .
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e _Edison and the: DRA agree that these issues; if not - =
~=tx .. resolyed by the partieés, should be addressed in the - - .
B reasonablenéss phase of this proceeding and any -attendant::- -
adjustments té6 the ECAC balancing account or modifications - .
to Edison's tariffs should be made in accordance with the -
commission decision issuéd in the réasonableness phasé of -
the proceeding. ‘
7. ER
: Baséd on the ERABF révenué requirement set forth f{n -
Appendix D to this exhibit, Edison and the DRA récommend -
that the commission adopt an ERABF révénué increase in this
proceéding of $116.8 million. Edison and thé DRA agreeé that
the adopted revénue changé should incorporateée Edison's
férecast Décembér 31, 1991 balancé in thé ERAM Balanocing - -
Account baséd on thée latest avallablé récorded balance.-

Edison and thé DRA récommend that theé commission adopt
. a LIS révenue decreéase in this proceeding of $32.6 millién,
Edison and the DRA agreeé that the adopted reveénue change
should fncorporate Edison’s forecast Decémber 31, 1991 =
balance in the LIRA Balanoing Account baséd on theé latest
available recordéd balance. : BT

Edison and the DRA recommend that the Commission addp£3

a MAABF revenue decreéase in this procéeding of $12.8
miliion. '

Edison and thé DRA récommend that thé commission adopt
a Basé Rate revénue decrease in this proceeding of $5.9
million to refléct increased Basé Rate revénues forécast
during 1992 attributablé to estimated saleés during 19%2.

Edison and the DRA agrée that the average pricé of gas,
including demand and transportation charges, should bé used
in the calculation of marginal énergy cost reévénues as
opposéd to using a marginal gas price which ignoreés démand
chargés or somé component of transportation charges. . This -
is consistent with Edison's 1988 GRC and two subséquént ECAC
decisions (D, 87-12-066, page 211} D. 90-01-048, Finding of
Fact No. 6; and D. 90-12-067, Conclusion of Law No. 17).

9; - Scopé and Limitations

Edison and thé DRA will not conteéest in this procéeding,
either in hearings or in any other manner before this .
Commission, or in any other forum, the revenue change and
the IER recommendations contained in this exhibit. The" :
avoided cost IERs adopted in this proceéding are to be used

5
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" . sblely for the purpose of determining payments to QFs, .. .
| Exceépt as expressly provided for in this exhibit, this joint
" récommendation shall not be ¢onstrued to be acceptance by <
' Edison or the DRA of the methodolégy, resource assumptions, .
. arguments, or positions taken indépéndently by Edisén or the
PRA in this proéceeding. o I S

: Except as expressly provided for in this exhibit, none
of the principles ér the méthodologiés underlying this joint
récommendation shall be deémed by thé commission oY any.
‘other entity as precedent in any proceeding or in any -
1itigation except in order to implemént in this proceeding
the recommendations contained heréin, Edison and thée DRA
éxpréssly resérve thé right to advocate different prineciples
- or méthodologies from those undérlying this joint '

recommendation in other proceedings.

Edison and the DRA understand and agreé that this joint
recommendation i subjéct to éach and every condition sét
forth herein, including its acceptancé by the commission in
‘its entirety and without change or condition. Edison and

" the DRA agrée to extend théir best efforts to assuré the
' adoption of these recommendations by thé commission as the
basis for the ECAC revenue changé and the IER for the

Forecast Period.
10. xec
The undérsigned on béhalf of thé parties they represent
in this procéeding, hereby agréé to abidé by the conditions
- and recomméndations set forth herein. ' o
patéd this 1th day of Septémber, 1991,
Southern california Edison DiViéioﬁféf Ratépayer

A y

Scott Welsmehl
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JA\N’UARY 20, 1992 ECAC REVE’NUE CHANGE
(Thousands of Dollars) '
i‘ B 51'7}"7 o RéVenue 1

ReVenue E *Present Rate:s chan e 1
‘Requlrenent ! “Révenues :(1) - (2) $

' Energy Cost Adjustment 3,210,248 - 3,287,327 (77,079)
Billing Factoer (ECABP) f - : L L R o
.slectric Revenué Adjustmcnt 176,975 60,222 116,753
Billing Factoérx (ERABF) ' L o
‘Majér Additions Adjustnent o 32,591 '(35;591)
. Billing Factor (HAABF) e _

. Low Incémé Ratepayer - (6, 5,841 (12,789)
.rAssistance (LIRAY - o R

Bacé Rates 1/ . '-:7 6 8,937 (5,937)
Total ECAC . - 73,380,278 3,351,918  (11,643)

E Rcflects 1ncrea§ed forecast 1992 basa rate revenue attributable to
 éstimated $ales during 1§§2.,- ' _

(END OF APPENDIX A)
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Chéevron Option Payments

Gas
Coal

Nuolear S _

Purchaséd Power R R 2,436,805f

Sub-Total ‘ R P Y V5T
Less: Off-System Révenués T 23,444

Sub-Total: Fuel and Purchased Pover cOsts: S 3,117,874’i
Plust Nuclear Fuel Carrying Cests- 14,378
Fuél 01l carrying Costs - L E 7,320
coal Carrying Costs S : 756
Gas Carrying Costs V,A-;_  ;- S 1,454f
Sub-Totalti Fuel Inventory Carry;ng Costs fF ; o 23 908“
Loss on tha Sale of Fuel Inventory ‘f>-ij D "fb‘

Total Fuel, Purchased Péwer, and R _ o
Other Energy Related Expenses 3,141,782

CPUC Jurisdictional Percentage - PR "4 99,6347%
CPUC Jurisdictional Allocation - B 3,130,5057
Less: AER Expenses 1/ - e

Plus: Estimated January 1, 1992 ECAC : L
Balancing Account Balance = - 47,979

Sub-Total: ECABF Expenses B 3,178,284
Plust FbFo And U, Expénsés 2/ . o 31'96‘

Total ECABF Revenue Réquirenent I 3,216,248

i/ Rotlects suspension of the AER pursuant to OII 90- 08 006,
2/ Based o6n an F.F. and U. Pactor of 0.9357%.

(END OF APPENDIX B)

(END OF ATTACHMENT B)
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 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY -
*  REVENUE REQUIREMENT CONSOLIDATION
: FOR RATE OESIGN PURPOSES
EFFECTIVE JAWARY 20, 1992
- (Thoussnds 6f ’Ddlll.fi)'

;32283!823:33:8
tlse ¢
t Wo,. ¢

1. AUTHORIZED LEVEL OF BASE RATE REVEWUES (ALBaR) - ) o
Previously Authorized Rates S W 3,943,484 L ees s
TY-1992 GRE, 0.91-12-074° S/ 0 68,468 4,014,952
Post-Retirement Benefits, A.l. 913-€ 3/ g 21,059 21,059

0

H ?reseht Rate ¢  lRevenue I Reverwe °- T
4 Reverue$ H change t Requirement 1 -
* e

ZEIEITEXTITITIX FESXTETETS z

Post-Retirement Senefits, AL 917-E-A 3/ 25,219 5,219
Palo Yerde Unit 3 Deferfal, 0.85-10-623 &/ €20,201) 20,201y

ALBRR: Etfective Jaruary 1, 1992 3,843,484 0,548 4,038,029
Palo Yerde Unit 3 Defefrat - _ . 0 20,201 20,201 .

ssesbidbdase adbavsbid ssihasbecis

ALSRRS £ffective dsnaiy 20, 1992 X S XTI LT 4,058,2%

ENERGT COST ADJUSTMENT CLAUSE (ECAC) S o L
fuel and Purchased Power ‘ - : 3,026,600 135,188 3,161,786
Balancing Aéédunt .- o Co 260,727 . (269,033) (8,308) -
Cooluwater, 0.91-10-030 - -~ 74 .0 26,295 26,295

dissbessindn Bessnboes sessdirrine

hesiedeibad cesasassd sssbbsibabs -

subtotal ECAC Rate Revenues - 3,287,327 (107,552)
ELECTRIE REVEWUE ADJUSTMENT BILLING FACTOR (ERABF) '

Balanéing Account . . £,289 - 108,319
Palo verde Unit | - , - - sy 30
Palo Yerde Unit _ 53,137 - (235)

Palo Yerde Unft 3 _ 0 -50,5%4
(8,88 15905

Off-System Sales o _

- - . YT TYTEYYY addodidan 4..6:A9-4§.

Subtotal ERABE Rate Reverues L 0,222 175,813 234,035
MAJOR ADOITIONS ADJUSTMENT CLAUSE (MAAC) 4 _
$OMGS 2 and 3 Pre-600 : ' 0 .0 0 -

$ONGS 2 and 3 Post-C0D - : 32,59 132,591 0

0.C. Expension o . 14,3346 o 11,336
Subtotel WAL Rate Reverues : 43,927 (32,591 1,338
ANMUAL ENERGY RATE (AFR) -~ 0 0 o
28, LOV-INCOME RATEPATER ASSISTANCE (LIRA) PROGRAN 5,8 (12,051 (8,218

2. 10TAL ' ' T 7,340,801 138,359 7,479,160

ETLTETETLITT XXX

17 Sased on Jaruary 1, 1991 suthotiied ALBAR (83,937,547) and 1592 sates forecast, o

27 Includes reduition té reverue requirements sdopted In 1992 Cost of Capital Proceeding 0.91-11-059.

3/ These sdditions td ALBRR afe effective fof one yesf only pec §.91-07-008 {n 1.90-07-037, '
AL, 913-F became effective October 18, 1991, AL, $17-2-A become effective Oecesber 31, 1991,

47 tncluded in 1992 ALBRR suthorized by GRC 0.91-12-076 , but 1s not effective until Jonuery 20, 1992.

$7 The authorized $78,884 13 to be amortized over three yesrs.

(END ATTACHMENT ¢)
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A01-05-050 ALI/RAB S ATTACHMENT £
CACO/MERSS SOUTHERM CALIFORNIA EOISON COMPANY
: EFFECTIVE OATES JAMUARY 20, 1992
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SOUTHERX CALIFORNIA EO[SON COMPANY
EFFECTIVE DATED JAWARY 20, 1992
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A.91-05-050 ALJ/RAS ¥ S '*u‘u_.cméuim ,
CACD/MES/S SOUTHERN CALIFORMEA EO1SON COMPANY
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A9 05050 Auim Lo e ] MTEmENT € :
CACO/MED/S s T $outm| éulfoauu ED1SON CORPANY
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.91205-050 ALJ/RAB/3EE

ATTACHMENT F -

. Edison’s Proposed Changes to P;élihiﬁa:y'Statéhéhif.!:_"

A. Historical Energy Cost Adjustment Billing Factors (ECABF)
' Edison proposes that Preliminary Statement, Part G.5, be
- modified to removet (1) the table entitled "Enérgy Cost Adjustment
-'Billing Factors Per KWh Applicable to Domestic Service Rate =
Schedules®; and (2) the sentence prior to the table which
references it. » . o

B. Historical Annual Energy Rates (AER)

o Edison proposes that préiimina;y,statement,'Paft'cgé.k,
‘be modified to show only the AERs for the last five rate change

- ‘efféctive dates.

€. Electric Revenue Adjustment Mechanism o |
SR Edison proposes that the following section be added to
Edison’s Preliminary Statement, Part J.4i{ IR
| g. Plust Intervenor compénsation payments '
authorized by the Commission, récordéd during -
the month, increased to provide for Franchise =
o Feés and Uncollectibleé Accounts.
" Interim Major Additions Billing Factor N
Edison proposes that Section J.4.b be délétéd.
Ratemaking Adjustment Associated with Palo verde Nuclear
Generating Station - R
Edison proposes that Preliminary Statement, J.4.d, in its
currently effective tariffs, be deleted. : ‘

F. Conservation Load Management Adjustment Clause

' Edison proposeés that Preliminary Statement, part I, be’
deleted in its entirety. . o B

(END OF ATTACHMENT F)




