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In the Maller of the Application of 
Toward Ulilit), Rate Nonnalization fot 
Rehearing of Resolution E·3441 
regarding the econoillie' development 
rate offered to Douglas Aircraft 
Company b)' Sout'hem California 
Edison Cornpany 

Application No. 96·0-1·020 
(Filed on April) I, 1996) 

PRDER DENYING REHEARING' 
OF RESOLUTION E-3447 

I. INTRODUCTION 

hi Advice Letter (HA.L.") No. IIOI-E, Southcm Califomia Edison 

Compan)' ("Edison") sought a deviation for Douglas Aircraft Company 

("Douglas"), a division of t\kDonnell Douglas Corporation,! so that Douglas 

could qualil)' to take service under a special rate called the Economic 

Developmenl Rate ("EDR") for new load from its MD-l) barrel fuselage 

manufacturing facility. This toad was being added to an existing meter at 

Douglast Long Ileach f.'lcllit)'. (HA.L. No. IIOI-E, p. I.) 

Douglas decided to locate this manufacturing farility at its existing 

operations in a Long Beach Enterprise Zone after considerabJe cnort on the part of 

Edison and others. who persuaded Douglas not to move the facility outside of 

! Mc~)nnell Douglas Corporation mergN with The Boeing Com pan)' On August 4, l~1 and is 
now kno\\n onl), as The Boeing Ccmpany. {Klass, Boeing 10 eMU .\toling .\ID-J J Commudal 
J .. ·/s. San Francisco C'hwnicie (June. 4, 1998) pr .D1-D2.) 
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Califomia. One ofthe incen\in's oOhed by Edison was to try to obtain tllC EDR 

discount! for thc manut:'lcturing f.1cility. (A.L. No.1 JOI-E, p. 2.) 

In order for Douglas to qualify for the EDR discount. Edison had to 

request a deviation from Speda' Condition No. 17 of its Schedule TOU·S. 

Special Condition No. J 1 provided that an EDR could not be gh'en for U(}) 

electric usage that already existed in Catifomia, and (2) incrCfllental increases in 

electric load at existing operations." (Sec Resolution E·3447; p. 1.) Edison made 

its request in A.L. No. I JOt-E. No protests were filed, although the Division of 

Ratepayer Ad\'ocates~ did me comJllents. In Resolution E-3447, "'c appro"cd this 

deviation. 

Toward Utility Rate Nonllalization ("TURN")! timel)' filed an 

application for rehearing of Resolution £-3441. ~ A response to TURN's 

application for rehearing was filed by Edison. 

In the rehearing application, TURN alleges that Resolution E·3441 

violates Public Utilities COde SC'ction 140..1, which requires that the utility -

demonstrate ratepayer benC'fit to obtain a ratC'payer·funded discount. (TURN"s 

Application for Rehearing, p. 3.) TURN r~asons that since Douglas decided to 

locate 1l1anufacturing f.'ldlity in long Beach before we appro\'ed the EDR ratc, 

there is no showing that the EDR was necessar), to secure the increased road, and 

thus, there were no benefits to ratepayers. (TURN's Application for Rehearing, 

pp.3·4.) 

, : 

~ The purpose of an EDR discount is to ofrtr an inctntlw to customers who eithtr locare new 
operations or expand existing operations within the boundaries (If enterprise zones and ~~nomk 
incentive art-as that were estabfisheJ by the State tegisbture. (Resolution E-3180 (June 11, 
1992). p. I; Stats. 1984. chs. 44 and 45.) 

J Now I..oo\\n as the Ofiice of Ratepayer Adnx·ates. 

:l Now kno\\n as The Utilit), Reform Network. 

~ Ailhough TURN did not file a protest to A.t. No. 1IOl·E. or otherwise partielp.1te In the A.t. 
filing, v.-e find thai TURN has standing 10 file the rehearing appJkalion as the holder or one share 
of Edison stock. 
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'Vc han' r~\,jcw~d cach and every allegation raised in the application 

and Hnd the- "Jlegations without merit. lhus, the application shan be denied. h\VC 

discuss the beneHts to ratepayers issue below. 

II. DISCUSSION 

The tchcaring application claims that the appro\'al of the EDR for us~ 

by DougJa5 contained insuf'l1cient e\'idence in the record ofratcpaycr benefit. This 

claim is without merit. 

The r~cord supports the fuel that gi\'ing Douglas the E[)Rdiscount for 

the manufacturing facility in long Beach was reasonable and resulted in benefits 

to ratepayers. The aOlda\'it§ that Edisoll fired along with A,L. No. 1101·11, 

pro\'ides e\'idence that Douglas intended to relocate the manufhcturing facilit), at 

the end of 1995. (AOlda\'it, p. I.) The aOidavit further states that Douglas was 

considering two out-of·state sites in addition to tong Beach, but chose Long 

Beach in part because EdiSon agreed to seek EDR appro\,al from the Commission. 

(Aflidavit, p. 2.) It is logical to infer from this evidence that Edison's effort to 

seek the EDR \\'as a material factor in Douglas' de-cision to locate its fadlit)' ill 

Long Beach. (Aft1d,wit, p. 2.) If Douglas had locllted its f.1cilit)' outside the slate, 

which the e\'idence shows that it 1l1ight have happcne-d but for the possibility of 

qualifying for EDR discount, the new load would have been lost at the clld of 

1995. Because the load stayed in Califomia, there werc benefits to nltcpayers, as 

well as the creation of 1,000 to 2,000 new jobs in tong Deach. (Sec AflIda\'it, p. 

2.) The-cefore, since there were benefits to the ratepayers, the requirements of 

Public Utilities Code Section 740.'1 arc met. 

~ The aOida\'it \\'3S sjgn~. under penalty ot perjury, (In FebrU3i)' 3; t i)9s by Steph~n C. Bisse-'. 
Gl'neraJ Manager of Facitities at Doughs. Edison submitted the aOida\'it under the prOtection (If 
PubliC' Uillities Code S«tion S81anJ Genera' Order 66-C for nondisclosure. but it subsequent I)' 
waived the nondisclosure prote<tion. 
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For the- aoove reasons. the alkgations in TlJRNts application for 

rehearing arc without merit. Accordingly, we deny rehearing. 

denied. 

IT IS ORDERED that rehearing of res or uti on E .. 3447 is herehy 

This ord('f is cfl'ecli\'c today. 

Dated July 23, 1998, at San Francisco. California. 
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RICHARD ~\. SILAS 
,Presidt;nl . 

P. GREGORY CONLON 
JESSI'a J~ KNIGHT, JR. 
HENRY ~t.·DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

Commissioners 


