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Deoision 92-04-082 April 22, 1992 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
the SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON ) 
COMPANY (U 338-E) fora (1) Authority ) 
t6~evise Its Energy cost Adjustment) 
Billing Fact6rsj Its Major Additions ) 
Adjustment Billing Fact6r, Its.. ) 
Eleotrio ReVenue Adjustment Billing ) 
Factor, Its LOW Income surcharge, ) 
and Its Base Rate Levels Effective ) 
.:ranuary 1, 1992; (2) Authority to ) 
Revise the Incremental Energy Rate, ) 
the ~ner9Y Reliability. Index and ) 
Avoided Capacity Cost prioin91 ) 
8.l)d(3) Review of the Reasonableness) 
of Edison's Operations During the ) 
period From April I, 1990 Through ) 
March 31, 1991. ) 

---------------------------------) 

Application 91-05-0S0 
(Filed May 24, 1991) 

ORDER DENYING REHEARING OF DECISION 92-01"';018 

The CO<Jen~rators of southern California (esc) and the 
california cogeneration Counoil (CCC) have each filed 
applications for rehearing of Deoision 92-01-018 concerning the 
Energy cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC) for the southern caii€o·rnia 
Edison Company (Edison). In this decision, ve ad6pted a Joint 
Recommendation proposed by Edison and the commission's Division 
of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA)- regarding the revenue requirement 
and Incremental Energy Rate (IER), uoditied by the serVice level . 
oredit recbmmended by csc of B,908 Btu/kWh and an adopted 'cost of 
gas of $2.a3/KMBtu. 

BOth esc and CCC focus on the Joint RecoJUD.endation in 
their applications for rehearing. esc contends that Deoislon 92-
01-019& (1) fails to reflect the pricing struoture set forth in 
Application of pacific Gas and Electric Company (1991) ---­
cal.p.U.C.2d ---- (Deoision 91-05-029)1 (2) is inade~atelY 
supported by the record with regard to qualifying faoility (QP) 
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production I (3) departs from Re Pacif1c Gas and Blectrlocompany 
(1988) 29 CaLP.U.C.2d 566 (Deoision 88-11-052) on the iaBu'a'of 
economy energy pricesl (4) departs trom Decision 88-11-0S2on the 
"NOOMHTfI option in the ELFIN prOduction cost simulation modell . 
(5) errs in concluding the contract between Edison and the· 
Bonneviile P6Wer Administration (BPA) should be modeled as a sale 
through the forecast periodl (6) adopts an inconsist~nt method of 
calculating the annual IERI (7) errs in directing modelers. to 
hardwire units at their automatic generation cOntrol (AGe)1 
minimums; (8) errs in directing modelers to designate "must-run" 
units in ELFIN on the basis of historical Edison practicel and 
(9) misstates the position of the parties on the issue of 
categorization ot the under 40 HW QFs. ecc takes issue with the 
challenged deoision's forecasting of OF resources and, likecsc, 
alleges an erroneous departure from Decision 88-11-052 on ~h~' 
NCOMMT option in the ELFIN modei. Both parties raised ·the same 
concerns during the proceeding and Decision 92-01-018 discusses 
each of these issues in lengthy detail. 

cec and esc both rely on our decision in a PG&E ACAP 
case, Deoision 91-05-029, wherein we adopted a stipulation 
between a number ot the parties in that action regarding, inter 
alia, pricIng for Edison's Cool Water faoility. Both parties 
argue that the challenged decision fails because it does not use 
the historical avera~e method for predicting production from 
generating faoilities that was used in Decision 91-05-029. 
However, Deoision 91-05-0.29 speoifically cautions I lithe 
stipulating parties agreed that it would be improper to give 
their stipulation any precedential weight in any future PUC 
proceeding." (D.91-05-029 at 6.) FUrther, for the reasons .set 
forth in the challenged deoision, the Commission determirted that 

1. AGC is a computer based system that allows a thermal unit to 
automatically react to changes in load on the Edison system. 
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the trend, based on surVeys showing an inoreased output in OF 
generation that reflects the maturation process in QF eleotrical 
produotion, is a more reliable indicator than an historical 
aVeraqe method ~sed in Deoision 91-05-029, which would predi6t a 
forecast loWer than recent recorded eXperience. (See D.92-01-018 
at 15-18.) 

esc also cia ius the decision departs from the seed run 
m~thod set forth in Deoision 88-11-052. - However, as ve noted in 
Decision 92-01-018, we have never previously be~n presented with 
the seed run methodolOgy that esc proposes in this case. (Id" 
at 22.) Further, after weighing the various parties' pOsitions 
on the price of economy energy we determined that Decision 88-11-
052 is not controlling given the difference between PG&E'smarket 
for economy energy and Edison's uarkets. (Id.) We also 
addressed esc's position that all economy energy should be 
removed frOm the ELFIN resource mix; noting that esc's proposal 
unjustifiably inoreases the ELFIN marginal cost output and 
increases the IER. (Id., at 27.) Finally we noted that each of 
esC's proposed ELFIN runs is based on an exclusion of economy 
energy from the resource mix. esc has not presented any evidence 
showing that oUr decision to adopt the process recom.JI.encled-ln th~ 
Joint Recommendation vas unreasonable. (see ld., at 26.) 

Both CSC and ecc contend, as they did during the 
p~oceeding, that the adoption of the COMMIT option in ELFIN 
renders the deoision erroneous. Howev~r, we addressed these 
concerns in the decision noting that lithe use of the ~()MMIT 
variable best replicates aotual system operations in the 
probabilistio ELFIN mOdel. n (Id., at 32.) NCOMKT does not 
adequately consider the possibility for forced outages. Ne!th~r 

party has made a persuasive argument that our deoision on this 
issue is unreasonable or not based on substantial evidence. 

In its application, esc has raised the identicai issues 
concernin~ the Edison-BPA contract, the IER calculation, the use 
of AGe in the ELFIN model, and out-of-territory under 40 MW QFS 
that it raised during the proceeding and which ve addressed and 
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dis.iased in the deoision. we have-nothing more to. add on thE!se 
issues. esc's arguDentconceming the designation of Ilust-run 
units was 'also discuss'ed iu.tlY in the challenged "deoision-. The 
EdisonlDRAappro.ach includes as must-run uilits·thos~ that,ak'e" 
typically on line in Edison's system as must-run units and this 
most accurately reflects model system operations. . 

No further discussion is required of the applicants' 
allegations of error. Accordingly, upOn reviewing each and every 
allegation of error raised by complainants, we conclude that 
sufticientgrounds for rehearing of Deoision 92-01-018 have not 
been shown. 

Therefore, IT IS ORDKRKo! 
1) That the application for rehearing of Decision 92-ch~ 

018 filed by the CogEmerators of southern california is denied. 
2) That the application for rehearing of Decision 92.;,)}-Ol& 

filed by the califo:rnia Cogeneration COuncil is denied. ' 
This,order is effective today • 

Dated Aprii 2~, 1992, at San Francisco, California. 
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