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Comments of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates

On the July 25, 1997 Supplemental Workshop Report 

on Load Profiling Eligibility Issues



Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) Decision 97-05-040, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) offers these comments on the supplemental workshop report concerning load profiling eligibility issues that was submitted by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Edison Company (Edison) (collectively, “the utilities” or UDCs) on July 25, 1997.



1.	On page 2 of the supplemental report, PG&E and SDG&E generally recommend an “Interim Blanket Exemption” approach that is conditioned upon an agreement that parties support the UDCs’ simplified interim load profiling methodology proposal.  However, ORA stated at the supplemental workshop that the UDCs’ simplified interim load profiling methodology proposal is strictly unacceptable to ORA , because this proposal uses existing static load profiles, together with minimal segmentation, at the rate class level only.



2.	On page 5 of the supplemental report, the utilities state that all three UDCs share a concern that extending load profiling eligibility to customers above 20 kW is likely to contribute larger volumes of Unaccounted For Energy (UFE) attributable to load profiling error, which must be allocated administratively by the ISO.  CLECA and CMA argue that eligibility exemptions should be deferred until the ISO’s software is sufficiently advanced to handle the proposed separation of load profile error from other sources of UFE.  A footnote to this statement says that the advanced software is currently scheduled as part of the ISO’s Stage II implementation, expected to be completed during 1998.  ORA believes that at least one party at the workshop stated that the software may be completed as early as July 1998.  If the Commission accepts the arguments stated above, it should impose a condition that any deferral of eligibility for 20-50 kW customers should end as soon as the ISO’s advanced software is implemented, hopefully by July 1998.



3.	On page 6 of the supplemental report, Edison talks about a “temporary backlog exemption” for individual customers with less than 50 kW maximum demand who request DA metering from Edison, during such time as these customers find themselves in a backlog queue awaiting meter installation.  ORA believes that any such exemption should be open to all such customers who request DA meters, whether the meter would be provided by Edison or any other entity.



4.	On page 6 of the supplemental report, Edison states that its chief concern with exempting any additional customers from the DA metering requirement is that it may cause CTC “leakage” - that is, opportunities for customers to systematically shift or avoid CTC costs by taking advantage of the ratemaking treatment for transition costs for hourly metered customers.  Edison also believes that such opportunities will be magnified if CTC charges are not calculated on the hourly residual basis proposed in the UDCs’ Ratesetting Unbundling applications.  ORA does not believe that such “leakage” would necessarily be of concern.  However, ORA would like to point out that, under the UDCs’ hourly residual basis proposal, customers who have higher load factors w
ould
 be paying more of the CTC on a per customer basis.  That is, given the same yearly energy usage, a higher load factor customer’s responsibility for PX energy costs w
ould
 be less than that of a lower load factor customer.  As a result, the higher load factor customer’s residual contribution to CTC w
ould
 necessarily be greater than that of the lower load factor customer’s residual contribution (given that both pay the same rate in cents per kWh).  Thus, if a higher load customer were allowed to “shift or avoid CTC costs,” as Edison puts it, that customer would effectively be doing so from a base of paying a greater per customer share of those costs, even if the total energy usage was the same as that of the lower load factor customer.  The problem, as Edison puts it, is that the UDCs might see some “leakage” of their CTC recovery as individual customers seek to better themselves by more closely aligning their energy prices with the costs they are actually imposing on society.  In effect, the UDCs proposal continues a system of “cross-subsidies” which tends to keep rates higher (lower) to those who cause the least (greatest) costs on peak.  These types of perverse incentives would disappear in a competitive market.
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