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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Af pplication of
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CONPANY
U 338-E) for Authorlty to Incréase
ts Authorized Level of Base Rate
Revenue Under the Eléctric Revenue
Adjustment Mechanisnm for Service
Rendéréd béginning January 1, 1992
and to Refléct this Increasé in

Rates.,

Agpllcatlon 96-12-018
(Filéd December 7, 1990)

L I1.89-12-0625
) , _ (Filed December 18, 1989}
And Related Matters.

I1.91-02-079
(Filed February 21, 1991)
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ORDER DENYING REHEARING OF DECISION 92-06-020

Westérn Mobilehome Association (WMA) has filéé‘ah
appllcatlon for rehearlng of Decision 92-06- 020, the sécond phase
decision in thé test-year 1992 general rate case (GRC) of
Southérn California Edison Company (Edison). WMA is an
. assoclation of mobilehome park owners who aré customers of EdlSOD'
with mastér-méter accounts under Schedule PMS—-2. Undér Schedule
DMS-2, master-meter customérs pay thé rates applicable under
Schedule D, Edison’s basic résidential rate schédulé, and receive
a baseline allowance and a DNS-2 discount for each occupieéd
submetered mobilehone space.

WMA has alleged that Decision 92-06-020 is
" discriminatory and inconsisteéent with past Commission dec151ons,
in permlttlng Edison to continue the Base Rate Energy Charge
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(BREC) [1] and in authorizing Edison to implément the new
Minimun Average Rate (MAR) provision as a méthod of énsuring that
all custorers pay an avérage rate at léast équal to the cost of
fuel, purchased power, and the Commission réimbursement féeé., WMA
also alleges that the Commission’s diréction that Edison address
an attrition mechanism in its next GRC is not supporteéd by the
record. '
Public Utilities Code séction 739.5 govérns this
master-méter discount issue and providés, in part, that gas or
electric service providéd by a master-meter customer to users who
are tenants in a mobiléhomé park nust be provided at the sané
rate that the usér would pay if thé service was provided directly
by a utility. The statute pérmits a master-meter discount by
directing the Commission to require the corporation furnishing
the service to the master-meteér customér, “to provide uniform
rates for master-méter service at a lével which will provide a
sufficient differential to cover the réasonable avérage costs to
master-néter custonmers of providing subnetéred service, eicépt
that these costs shall not exceed the averagé cost that the
corporation would have incurred in providing comparable services
directly to the users of the service.” (Pub. Util. Code
§739.5(a).) _
The BREC and MAR provisions are, in efféct, minimun
charge mechanisms which ensure that other customers will not
absorb costs which should be borné by DMS-2 customérs or other
Domestic customers in the event certain DMS-2 customers imposée a
negative contribution to base rate revenues or pay less than the
average cost of enetgy. Under such circunstanceés, the BREC and
the MAR would operate to reduce the DMS-2 discount to such

master-reter custoners.

1 The BREC 1s a prOV151on of Edison’s tariff that pernits it to
receive a minimum amount of base rate revenue from all custoners.
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WMA has raiséd this issue before with respect to the
Minimum Average Rateée Limiter (MARL) we authorized in the Pacific
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) GRC. (Re Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (1989) 34 cal.P.U.C.2d 199 (0.89-12-057).) As
we stated in Re Pacific Gas and Electric company, $upra, we
authorized the MARL, a mechanism similar to the MAR, as a meéans
of ensuring that ”master-meter customers, like othér customérs
... bear at least the costs of the énergy required to sérve thém}
and any discounts that result in rates lower than the ECAC [2)
and WACOG [3] rates are clearly too high.” (34 cal.pP.U.C.2d at
352.) Moreover, in the Re Pacific Gas and Electri¢ Company case
we noted that master-meter accounts are “skewed” and that some
master-meter customérs are subsidized by other customefs‘ (Id.,:
at 352.) our reasoning for previously réjecting similar WMA
arguments holds true in this case as well:

Section 739.5 effectively limits the costs
that are the basis for the discount by .
providing that #thesé costs shall not exceed
the average cost that theé corporation would
have incurred in providing comparable sérvicé
diréctly to users of the service.” For -
purposes of this discussion, the utility’s
product can be divided into two seérvices,
providing enérgy and arranging for the
customér’?’s access to the utility’s systeén.
The master-meter customer who submeters its
tenants replaces the utility in providing
access to the utility’s system, and the
utility’s cost of providing this comparable
servicé sets the limit for thé discount.

It is immediately obvious that the master-
meter customer does not provide energy
services., If the discount results in a rate
that does not equal the utility’s cost of
providing these energy services, elementary

. 2 Energy Cost Adjustment Clause.

3 Weighted Average Cost of Gas.
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arithmetio shows that costs underlying the.
discount excéed the utility’s averageé cost of
providing customer access. (Id.)

WMA has failed to demonstrate error in our detérmination that
minimum chargeé provisions, such as thé BREC and MAR, are
appropriate to énsuré that cross-subsidization does not occur or
is minimized. Its allegation is without merit.

WMA has also allégéd that our decision to have Edison
address an attrition mechanism in its next GRC is not supported
by the record. WMA’s allegation itseélf is not supported by any
citation to law or factual error, and is without merit.
(Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure, rule 86.1.) In any
event, as we stated in Décision 92-06-020, the 1nfornat10n ' ’
required for the deveélopment of an attrition formula for this

- DMS-2 cost of service study is not yet available. WNA’s
allegation is without merit.

No further discussion is réquired of WMA's allegatlons
of error. Accordingly, upon reviéwing each and éevery allegat1on
of error raised by WMA we conclude that sufficient grounds for
rehearing of Pecision 92-06-020 havé rnot been shown.

Therefore, IT IS ORDERED:

That the application for rehearing of Decision
92-06-020 filed by Western Mobilehome Association is denled.

This order is effective today.

Dated October 6, 1992, at San Francisco, CalifOrnia.

DANIEL Wn. FESSLER
_ President

JOHN B. OHANIAN

PATRICIA M. ECKERT

NORMAN D. SHUMWAY
Commissioners

| CERIIFY THAT THIS, DEGISION
VWAS APPROVED BY: THE’ Aaby‘é
cov.MissmNERs TODAY




