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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CCHUSSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNn 

Rulemaking on the Commission's own ) 
motion to establish stanaards governinq ) 
the prices~ terms and conditions of ) 
electric utility purchases of electric ) 
power from cogeneration, and small ) 
power production facilities. ) 

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

OIR 2 

ORDER 'MODIFYING DECISION (D.) 82-01-10~ 
AND DENYING REHE.ARING Nm 'STAY' THEREOF 

Applications for rehearing of D.82-01-103 have been filed 
by Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (PG&E), San Diego Gas & ElectriC 
Co. (SDG&E) ana Southern california Edison CO'. (Edison). A . petition 
for modification has been filed by Solar Turbine$ Inc,. Responses 
to the applications for rehearing have been filed by the California 
Enerqy Commission, Great Western &lting Co·., Windfarms Ltd., . 
Kerr-McGee Chemical Co·., Natomas Co'. and Thermal Power Co·.,. and. union 

Oil Co. 
We bave carefully conSidered each and every alleoat1on of 

error ana request for modification in those applicationsan~ petitions 
as well as the responses thereto, and are of the opinion that. go?d 
cause for grantinq rehearing has not been shown. However ou.r review 
of the issues raised indicates that some clarification of our intentions 
is needed. FUrthermore D. 82-01-103 should be modified in several 
respects to conform to- these intentions and to· correct certa:h' 
clerical errors which have been brouqht to our attention. 

" 
As an example of a need for clarification, PG&E,. SDG&E 

and Edison each questions tbeuse of a gas turbine proxy as the 
basis for calculating short-term capacity cost which is used for 
the as-available capacity payment and tbe firm capac:ity payment .. 
In that regard, we note that full avoided cost (to~ be referred to
here " Simply as avoided cost) represents the cost tbe utility 
avoids ~y purc:basinq OF power and tberefore d1splac1nq its own 
qeneration. By basin~ tbe price paid by a utility t~ a OF on 
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avoid'ed cost, the pr-ice reflect~ the value of that power to the 

utility sys.tem. This value 1n the short-term, include~ displaced 
operating costs (including fuel, O&M, some T'&D) and' the 
enhancement of a system '5 reserve margin through iricreas,ed 
resources. In 'the long-term the value would: reflect tbeavo'ided 

capital and operating costs of ma'rgin.al ad·ditions· to tbe util1ty"s 
generat1ng capacity. 

The av01d'ed costs used' in D.82 .. 0~-10: reflect c-hanges 1n 
the value of J>ower to a utility with time of d·ay,. season" and: term' 
of contract. Except for OFs under 100 leW without a time 
differentiated meter (whose as-available capacity payments are 
reduced substantially to reflect their reduced' 'valu:e off-peak) 

payments for energy and for as-available capacity vary with time 

of day and season. There is no windt".:tll to OFs through payment of 
the highest incremental cos·t of utility power on peak for allO'F 

power.. Furthermore, the incremental fuel that is the basis of the 
energy payment can change if,. for example, utilities burn. gas, 
ratber th:an oil (or ultimately, we hope, some other fuel) d:uring: 
the ~-month perioQ evaluated for the Quarterly updating of the 
avo'1ded energy cost. 

The chOice of the gas turbine grew out o,f our p·roeeedings 
on a generic mar-ginal cost methodology (see Decision. No .. 92149) 
and was reinfor-ced 1n DeCiSion No. 60' 5:, dated December 3'OJ 
'98'. The gas, turbine 1s J we fully agree, merely a proxy fo't"" 
shortage costs~ As a basis for the as-available capacity payment 
it represents the avoided cost of short-term· suPp·ly· 1nvestment 

for- peaking power. !his of course does not suggest that it is the 
desired incremental capacity choice., However, its use is 
con:sistent with. an incremental fuel cost. that will fot" some time 
be based on oil:or gas. 

In adopting the gas turb1ne, we recognize that the 
methodology for calculating as-available capacity may change 1n 
the future. Conceptually, a methodology that varies capae:1ty 
payments based upon the probability of loss of load, perb:apsus1ng 

reserve margins, would be deSirable. We will entertain reVisions> 

. . 
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in the a~-available capacity met'hodology in the utilities' general 
rate cases .. 

The gas turbine i~ somewhat less attractive as a basis 
for the firm levelized capacity payment. Ideally the firm 
contract for energy ~ capacity should; be b'ased on the uti11ty"S 
resource plan. We intend to have an offer developed on this basis 
as soon as possible. At present the gas, turl>ine is the best 
surrogate we have for capacity and it is coos,isteo,t- with an energy 

payment based on oil or gas .. 
With respect to the fuel used to calculate short-run 

operating costs, D .. 82-01-10: acknowledges that for most utilities, 
these costs are currently based on oil... However it does not tie 
the avoided cost to this fuel for all time., As utilities reduce 
their dependency on oil and other fuels· fix their marginal eos,t, 
this fact should be taken into account in the calculations.. 

Although several parties have challenged-our jurisdiction 
to issue and enforce D.82-01-103', we are not persuaded that our 
authori ty is lacking in any respect.. :Both Ed:1son and' SDG&E 

suggest that the Federal Energy Regulatory Comm'ission' s (FE.RC's) 
Regulations relatinEt to full avoid'ed cost rates and blanket 
authority for OFs to interconnect are no longer in effect by 
reason of a decision of the United State~ Court of' Appeals 
in Am@r:iqao Electrig f'Qwer Servis:, Corp. et a1. V". lmt 
No'_ 80-1789, issued' January 22, 1982'. However t this decision, has 
been stayed pending appeal and FERC has filed a petition for 
rehearing which is now being considered by the court. 'rherefo're 
the Regulations in question are still in effect and we are b,oth 
emp¢wered and required to implement them. 

The parties who have raised jurisdictional Questions 
should recognize that, irrespective of the status of litigation on 
the FERC rules t Sections 280' through 2'8'O~' o'f the PubliC- Utili ties 
C()(1e establish a comprehensive scheme "to- encourage privat.e energy 
producers to competitively develop independ'ent s.ourceso,f _ natural 
gas and electrio energy" (Sec. 2801). D'.8:2-01-103 clear'ly- stated' 
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that it was based on State as well as fed'eral grounds but that the 

structure and- t.erminology of the FERC rules were used· to, avoid. 
confusion. Where both State and federal legislatio·n seek to 

obtain the same ends with compatible ~1rect1vesto this COll1Xll1ss10n. 
we can think of no better way to obstruct theseobject,ivesthan to, 
establish two entirely separate regulatory schemes. 

PG&E" Edison, SDG&E, and various parties responding to. 
the petitions for rehearing have taken exc·ept1o.n with'the portion 
of Decision No. 8:2-0'-'03 establishing' periods d'uring whic'h 
purchases from OFs are not required.. Their arguments focus on the' 
potential situation where the spill of utility-owned hyd·ro· and'/or 
curtailment of utility-owned geothermal plants, would be required 
to permit mandated purchases from OFs_ SCE further argues again:st 

( ') the curtailment of economy ener~y- purchases in favor- o·r QF 
purchases. (2-) the limitation that only- OFs over 1 MW be curtailed 
except in cases of emergency and scheduled- maintenance, (3:) the 
requirements for notice preceding curtailment,. and (1n the 

requirement that utilities attempt to· sell excess power rather 
than curta il. SDG&E argues that· firm' capacity' purchase contracts 
should- be treated as utility generating sources· in establishing 

curtailment priorities. 
The arguments regarding the undesirability o·f hyd:ro 

spill have merit. While we do not consider- refusal to· purchase 
requirements as being appropriate for s.pill condItions, we
recognize the need for ref'inement o·r- the stand'ard price offer, to-

avoid waste during these circumstances. , 

refuse 
which, 
result 

As established in Deci~ion No·~ 8:2-01-103, a utility- can 
to purchase electriCity from OFs during any period during 
d~e to operational circulD·stances, purcha~es from·· OFs. will 

, , 

in syst~m' costs greater than those which the utility' would-., 
incur it it did not make such pure-hases, but instead generated' an 

! 

equivalent amount ot energy itself,. We ... use the term "negative" 
avoided' costs to def'1ne such periods, is d-oes FERC in its Analysis 

(Federal Register, 1' .. 12227). We cite such a condition as. being 
when a baseload- or large oil-fired' intermed:1ate load: 1>1ant is shut. 
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down at night due to an excess of OF electricity but then cannot 
be restarted and brought up to its rated output for the next day's 
peak load, thus necessitating instead' the startup' of a p1ant with 
very high generating costs (e ... g., a gas turbine peaker) or an 
expensive emergency purchase of capacity. 

While the FERC rule regarding refusal of purchase is 
somewhat vague, the FERC comments. are clear in their intent to 
allow refusal of' purchases from QFs only d'uring times o-r negative 
cost and only it" the utility is unable to sell excess s,ystem' 
energy.. While we conclude that refusal to, purchase req,u1rem~nts 

/. should' not apply to hydro spill conditions, a di,lemma remains ... 
'"' 

The avoided cost methodology adopted is based on' proJected average 
avoided costs over a given time p'eriod eo At cer-ta1n b.ours during a 
period, and during years when hyd'ro availability is high o'r lOW, 
actual avoided costs may deviate substantially from tb.e' average 
avoided cost... In' the case where hyd:ro is spilled po significant 

• waste may occur if OFs (some of which burn nonrenewable fuels) are 
paid average avoided cost while water is wasted~. 

• 

The ultimate solution to this problem may be to refin,e 
the avoided cost meth.odology to signal priees to· OFs mo're 
frequently, perhaps through improved' metering.. W.e encourage 
utilities, to develop and' submit proposals for future review. In 
the meantime, we conclude that the potential waste of resources 
created by hydro spills requires an ad'di tional mechan1sm~.. While 
we will not permit a utility to- refuse to pu'rchase from- OFs., we 
will permit it to offer. "hydro, sanngs" p'rices to. OFs during 
perio<1s of potential hydro spill conditions on. its own system,. 
upon notice to' the OFs.' We define a "hyd:ro spill cond'1 tion" as 

occurring when all the ,follOWing conditions are met: 

-all utility-owned non-hydro plants are shut 
down or are opera ted at the m'1nimum' level 
pr-act1eal, 

-all non-OF electriCity purchases, are curtailed 
the maximum amount possible without breaching. 
contract'terms,. 
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-the utility is making· all feasib-l'e economy 
sales, and 

-if it accepts full OF power, the utility mu,st 
spill its own hydro resources. 

The methodology for establishing hydro savings p'rices 
shall be established by the utility and shall be filed ft:>r

Commission review as. amendments, to its initial offers submitted" in 
response to D.82-01-103. The actual hydro· savings price will be 

calculated when a hydro spill condl tion ocCurs, and' shou'ld' be 
based on avoided cost at the time it is paid... It will vary 

depending on system. conditions... It will generally be at Or below 
the economy energy sales price... If the hydro" which would· 
otherwise 'be spilled can generate enough energy to d"1splace all 

QFs, even after all possible economy energy sales are made, then 
the price will be zero or nearly zero .. 

We anticipate that OFs will res,pond rationally to· changes 

in the purchase price offered to them. As the price is lowered, 
many QFs with operating cots higher than the price offered: will 
choose to cease sales to the utility., It is our intent that the 
hyd"ro savings price be established' at a level resulting in the 
maximum amount of OF power which can be accepted' without hyd:ro' 

spill occurring. If the extreme price of zero is reached, then, 

only those OFs with shutdown costs larger- than op-eratingeosts 
would continue to" operate.. In this s,ituation, the utility should 
spill hydro as needed, with no economic loss to· the sys.tem • 
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Because we are permitting payment of hydro savings 

prices, utilities must demonstrate that tifed prices tor the 
remaining periods are not lowered to reflect the lower- avoided 
costs that will occur- during hydro spill cond'itions. 

The occurrence of hydro spill condl tlons is not known t"ar 
enough in ad'vance to be part of the quarter-ly price offers,. There
fore, other notice must be providea. We will exp·ect utili t.ies to' 
develop a notice policy that gives OFs as much war-nin'g: o'fhyd'ro
spill conditions as possible, including the price to be paid',. and 
certainly enough warning to allow OFs to respond to' the p'r-ice 
signals. The utilities· should also give notice of' general p-er-ioo's 
when hydro spill might be antiCipated', as well as .. notifying QFs 
specifically when hydro savings price's are b·eing imposed':~ This 

notice policy should be part of the standard. offer. B:eeause hydro 
savings pricing creates uncertainty and adm'1n1stratlve burd:ens, for 
OFs, utilities must consider all feasible alternatives betore 
paying this price • 

Utilities must seek out all possible economy sales 0'( 

surplus power before reach.1ng hydro spill conditions., and before 
refusing to purchase from OFs und'er negative avoided' cost 

conditions. Given the heavy reliance of California's major' 
utilities on high cost oil and gas fuels, we believe that. only in 
rare circumstances will a utility be unable to find a purchaser of 
economy energy. A utility will have a heavy burd'en of p·roo·( 
bet"or-e this Commission to justify ny-d'ro savings pricing or 
refusals to purchase, including a eompelling showing that. no other 

utility could have purchased available surplus system power at 

economy rates l-ower t.han its avoided costs.. In t.he modifications· 
to D .. 82-01-103 hereinafter ordered t we c-larify that this :Ls an 
affirmative respon.sibility of the utility.. We also extend', utility 
filing requirements. to cover per-iods when hydro savings pr-icing is 
in effect and strengthen the filing requirements to descr1b~ 
system conditions more fully during negative avoid'ed' cost or hydro
spill periods. We recommend that utilities subj'ect to this 
order"develop con.tingency plans tor periods when negative avoid'ed 
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On the question of curtailment of utility-owed geo
thermal, we understand that output from geo.thermal~ ~team wells can 
be reduced to some extent vithout affecting the wells signifi
cantly.. Beyond some minimum level of op'eration, however, the 
steam producers may choose to vent steam- rather than risk d'amage 
to the wells.. Such venting would result in' the loss of a valua'ble 
resource.. In their con.tracts with PG&E ~ the geothermal ~team' 
producers agreed to clauses allowing curtailment during. hydro 
spill conditions, with no J):-ovision for- minimum op'eration to' 
prevent steam venting. While steam ventin·g would' be uni'ortunate,. 
we feel that this is a matter not properly addressed in this 

proceeding. 
One other clarification is in order. As to co'ntracts 

based on long-run marginal costs, D.82-01-103: does not re~u1re 
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that energy costs must be fixed rather than be based on 
escalation clauses. We will consid'er and' resool ve this question 
after the evidentiary hearings which will follow. 

Although Edison's and SDG&E's applicatio·ns fo·r 
rehearing include requests for a stay or"D.8'2-01-10? pendIng t.he 
resolution of federal litigation and" if necessary, new: PERC 

Regulations, both Edison and SDG&E subsequently filed separate 
peti tions for extensions· of time in which to file their ini tial 
offers and dat~. Whether or not t.hese petitions were intended to 
supersed'e the rectuests for stay, we find' no, gooc! cause has been 
shown fOr" staying D.82-01-103, and' by t.his dec1sion we deny that 
stay .. 

SDG&E expresses several concerns, over Ordering 
Paragraph 22, which orders the utility to require the OF to' pay . 
for interconnection costs but grants the OF two payment op-t1oris: 
Either to advance the interconnection costs at. the outset to t.he 
utility or to pay t.hrough a ser1es o·f month.ly payments:. The 

second method essentially is in accordance with t.he utility's 
existing Rule No .. 2 clause covering, payment for special 
facilities. SDG&E ind'1cates it may thus 'be obl:tgated:to· ad~vance 
as much as ~10 million per int.erconnect10n for a very larg.e OF 
and not be able to check t.he OF's cred'it. worthiness, e·tc. It 
equates this arrangp.ment to an up-front capacity paymen,t which is 
a concept w~ rejecte« in D.82-01-10? because it put.s the utilities 
and their ratep;:tyers at too great a ris·k. 

Upon reconsideration of this issue we conclude that the 
interconnection f~cilities to 'be advanced' under the second of the 
above two options. should include only "removable facilities,ft 
e.g., tbe utility-to-OF transformer (or bank), the disconnect 
switch, circuit breaker, protective relays and related'wiring, but 
shall not include fac1lities which cannot. be removed' and reused by 
the utility. 

Our reason for thus distinguishing: between removable and' 
non-removable equipment is that tbe risks to the utilities and' 

• their ratepayers should' be significantly lessened· if the' 
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facili ties cao be removed in the event the Q·F fails·. Furthermore, 

und'er tariff Rule 2, utilities already advance te>electric 
customers the costs for such removable facilities.·. It would be 

inequitable not to apply a similar policy for QFs. Moreover,. 
unless simil~r treatment is provid'ed, an electric customer who· may 

be consid'ering cogeneration would be faced with: less favorable 

intereoonection options than otherwise. 
Also, it is not our intention that any line extension 

costs be included as "interconnection costs.~ Extension line 

costs could be substantial, depending on the loc'ation of a new 

OF. Furthermor-e, costs. for line extensions are already covered" in 
the utilities' Rule 15 series· which provid'e fo,r advance payment by 

the OF. 
The following order will mod'ify Ordering P'aragraph 2'2' to 

conform to our conclusions. 
Finally t by D .8"2-0?--027 t issued and effect·lve on March 2', 

1982, we ordered that the initial offers required' by D.8:2-01-10? 
would become effective after we had responded to allpet1t10ns fo,r 

rehearing and modification. All the proposed" initial' offers. have 

been reviewed by our sta.ff.. As a result o,r defic·iencies. dis·clo'sed· 

by this review and the fact that we are herein. mod'ifying' 

D. 82-0 1 - 1 03 in several respects·,. we are of the oP:inioo:tha tall 

the utili ties should amend their 1ni tial offers, includ'ing those 
amendments necessary to conform to these modifications, ... 

In addition , Edison's ini t1al offers, are not based' cn 

avoided costs. Inasmuch as we do- no·t concur with Edison '$0 

pos,ition that standard offers based' on avoid'ed" costs· are n<:>t 
required nor appropriate, Edison should be required' to amend' its 

ini tial offers'. to base them' on avoided' cos.ts,. 
SOG&Ets initial offers, include capacity p,ayments which do 

not appear to be based on the us.e- ot a gas· turbine proxy. 

Inasmuch as we do not concur with its. posit.ion t.hat use of a gas. 

turbine proxy is unlawful or inappropriate,.. SDG&E: should also be 
reQ.uired to amend its initial ofters to b'ase capacity p:aymentson 
the use of a gas turbine' proxy. If". upon review, it appears that 
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either Edison or SDG&E has failed to amend its price offering as 
specified', the staff is directed to reco.mmend' to, us appropriate 
action to remedy the noncompliance. 

No other questions need be discussed'. Therefo,re, go()d. 
cause appeat"ing., 

IT IS ORDERED that, 
,. D.8'2-01-103 is. modified as follows: 

(a) The following' paragraph is ad'ded to the 
text on page "9, mime.o.: 

(b) 

"Although the recommendations of the 
staff and Solar Turbine's· comments 
thereto do not appear unreasonable, 
we believe that rules and' rates for 
standby service to selfgenerator:s 
should not be set in a vacuum. We 
are concerned in this p'roceeding',witb 
rules and rates, including s,tandby 
rates for OFs. Those for 
selfgenerators, because they should 
be considered in relation to' rate's 
and rules governing other classes· of 
customer~, should be ad~ressed in 
general rate pr<>ceed1ngs.. Upon a 
prop~r showing in any such 
proceedIngs, we will do so." 

Ord~ring Paragraph 13 on page 160a, 
mimeo., is. modified' to read in full as 
follows: 

"All payments· made by utilities to 
OFs under the s.tand'ard: offer and 
approved nonstandard contracts shall 
be subject to- recovery in ECAC or 
other appropriate proceedings. For 
purposes of this paragraph, a 
nonsuspended initial offer shall be 
considered a standard offer." 

(c) In the fourth line of the first full 
paragraph on page 60, mimeo., the 
word "The'" is substituted foi the 
words "It is .. " 

Cd) In the third line of the first full 
paragraph on page 86, mimeo., and: in 
the first line of the second 
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paragraph on page '45, mimeo., the word 
"levelized~ is deleted. 

(e) Find'ing of Fact 74 on pag.e '52'~ mimeo., is 
modified' to read in full as follo·ws: 

"74. The capacity value of a small OF 
which does not d'eliver by time-of-use is, 
less valuable to· the utility than that o,f 
a QF which does." 

(f) Ordering Paragraph 6.a is modified to, read 
in full as. follows: 

(g) 

"5.a Differentiate payments to OFs by 
time of use, including, if" necessary t, a 
"hydro savings" price during "hydro sp'il1 
conditions", as defined on pages ~ and Sa 
of Order Mod'ifyinS Decision 8'2-01-103', 
dated April 12,. 1982." 

Paragraph 14 is modified to read' in full 
as follows: 

"Utili ty p,urchases are not required: from 
OFs dur-ing. per-iods when the utility'S 
avoided cost is negative as defined in 
D.82-01-103. B:efore refusing to, purchase 
from a OF, the utility shall attemp·t 
economy sales of surplu's energy. In such 
cases the OF sball be paid based on the 
economy energy price and no, wheeling 
charge shall be imposed' by the utility.. A 
utility may refuse to purchase from- a QF 
only if the utility fails to consummate 
economy energy sales. 

Only under hydro spill conditions at 
utility-owned facilities, may the utility 
o.ffer a hydro savings price.'" 

(h) Paragraph 17 is mod'ified to read in full 
as follows: 

"Each utility sball f"ile ctuarterly a 
report regarding period:s of negative 
avoided cost or hydro spill eond'itions f"or 
the previous- quarters. The report shall 
include the rollowing~ 

-10-



OIR 2 WK:kn 

• 

• 

• 

ALT-V,C' 

(,) The hours and duration of negative' 
avoided cost or hydro s.pill 
c:ondi tions and of non-purchase ' 
period's .. 

(2) Estimates of the' amount o,r energy not 
purchased'. 

(3) Estimates of the amount of energy 
purchased at hydro savingsprices J 

the price paid,. and the number of QFs 
that d'ecid:ed to sell at the hyd'r'o 
savings price. 

(~) The utilities to which economy energy 
was offered for s.ale before refus,als 
to, purchase o'r hyd'ro savings prices 
were invoked. 

(5) The prices at which utilities were 
willing to buy electricity. 

(6) the QFs whose power the utility 
refused' to purchase .. 
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(7) The economy or hydro savings, prices 
offered to QFs whioh the OFs l'"efu'sed'~ 
and 

(8) The operating conditions under which 
the utility refused to purchase or 
invoked hydro savings pricing, 
including the maximum-, m-1nimum' and 
average operating level of' each 
utility plant and corresponding 
amounts of all OF and non-OF 
pUl'"Cha3eS-; and, if transmission 
limitations are a factor, relevant 
information regarding transm-ission 
loading. 

Finding of Fac-t 6-5 is deleted'~ and 
Ordering Paragraph. 15 is mod'1fied to' read 
in full as follows: 

"Utilities shall, as soon as po·ssible, 
notify OFs of the possibility that 
purchases may be refused or when hyd'ro 
savings prices are to be established'. The 
utilities shall provide general notice 
whenever possible of period's when a 
refusal to purchase or hyd-rq. ,savings 
pricing is likely to occur. The notice 
policy shall be included in each utility's 
standard offers. It' 
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(j) Ordering Paragraph 22 is modified t~ 
read in full as follows: 

"Utilities shall require OFs to pay 
for interconnection costs. The QF. 
shall advance to the utility the 
estimated cost of the interconnection 
facilities and also pay a monthly 
maintenance and depreciation 
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charge as author1zed by the 
Comm1:s.s1oD.. For 'removab·le 
faeilit1es.' the- QF may elect not to· 
advance the costs- and instead pay a 
monthly charge as authorized" by the 
Comm1$sion. The OF shall pay a 
facility term1nation charge defined 
as. the estimated· ins·talled· eo·st, plus 
the estimated' removal cost, less the 
estimated value tor intercoDneetio·n 
fac1lities upon removal. The utility 
shall de<1uct from· the term·ination 
charge the a<1vance previously p·aid", 
it any. I~ the advance paid: is 
greater than the termination charge, 
the utility shall refund the 
ditferenee Without interest to the 
QF."· 

In the f1rst sentenee of Order1ng 
Paragraph 7, the word ""19'8"2" 1s
deleted' and replaced by the words 
"current year."' 

2. Stay of D.!2-01-103 is denied. 
:3.. Rehearing of. D .. 82-0 1-'03 as modified herein 1s· denied'. 
4. Eaeh utility shall, wi thin 15 days. after the etfect·i ve 

date of this order, file appropriate amendments· to" it:! proposed

ini~ial offers and pending applications, inelud"1ng tho:!e 
ret'lect1ng the- mod1fications to D .. 82-01-103" mac!'e herein. 

S.. In addition to the amendments req"uired~ by Ordering 
Paragraph 4, with1n 1S days atter the effective date ofthis 

order, Edison shall also amend 1 t:! proposed lnl t1al o·ffers to· base , . 
them on its avoided cos·ts ane! SDG&E shall amene!" its- initial otters· 
to include capaeity payments based- on the U$e of a gas· turb·ine 

• proxy. 
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6. No initial offer shall go into effect until amended a~ 
required by Ordering P'aragraphs 4 and' 5.. The amended initial' 
offers shall go into effect ~O days after 'the effective date of 
this order, unless further suspended 'by this Commission. 

This order is ef'fect1 ve today .. 
Dated April 12,. 1982 a t San Francisco, 

California. 

JOHN E. BRYSON 
President 

RICHARD D'. GRAVELLE 
... LEONARD M. GRIMES,. JR. 

I abstain. 

VICTOR CALVO, 
Commissioners 

PRISCILLA c. GREW , Commissioner 


