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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A review of the Community Energy Peak Leveling Program (CEPLP), as 
applied in the Los Angeles and Orange County experiments, indicates that 
the program is a workable method of reducing demands on a utility system 
at the time· of system peak. The program should not be used as a method 
of reducing energy consumption. Rather, it should be used in utility systems 
that need additional capacity at the time of their peak demands. Further­
more, the program is most advantageous when applied to a utility system 
that faces a rather peaked annual load duration curve. 

The value of the capacity "purchased" by a utility under CEPLP ap­
proaches the marginal cost of capacity to the utility. In most utility 
systems, this value equates to the cost per kilowatt of a combustion turbine 
(currently about $3.00/kW/mo). 

The best form of rate schedule for use under the program is an inter­
ruptable rate because of the unwillingness of participants in the program 
to reduce the level of ·environmental comfort and other operations below 
certain minimum levels on a continuing basis. The interruptible rate form 
allows the program to yield its maximum benefit to the utility with the least 
amount of disruption of the participant's operations. 

CEPLP has several advantages for both the utility and the participants 
in the ·program. For the utility, it represents a method of "buying" capacity 

.during system peaks. That capacity can be "purchased" relativeiy rapidly 
when compared to the normal lead times required to plan, secure approval of, 
and build new peaking capacity. 

For participants in the program, there are significant economic bene­
fits that take the form of a one-time energy saving during the audit phase 
of the program, a "payment" (in some form) from the utility involved and, 
to a lesser degree, a further energy cost-saving through an interruption 
during the billing period. 
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2 THE LOS ANGELES EXPERIMENT 

Following the Arab embargo on oil deliveries in late 1973, members 
of the Central City Association of Los Angeles (CCA), a group of downtown 
businessmen, met with the management of the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power (DWP) to discuss the reasons for the increasing cost of power 
supplied by the utility. DWP indicated that, because its system relied 
heavily on oil-fired capacity, the cost and availability of oil had a sig­
nificant impact on its charges for electricity. These discussions encour­
aged certain CCA members to aid DWP in reducing its production costs, with 
the expectation that any achieved reduction (or part thereof) would be 
passed on to the consumers. This effort evolved into the Los Angeles Energy 
Cooperative Demonstration Project, consisting of the May Company (a depart­
ment store) and the office buildings of United California Bank (UCB), Southern 
California Gas Company, Occidental Center, and DWP. 

Two problem areas began to develop at this early stage. First, the 
expectation of a reduction in rates was quite high among DWP's four partners 
in the Project. Recognizing that the level of rates to each class of cus­
tomer served is the result of highly political decisions made by the Board 
of Directors of DWP (and the City Council), DWP's management did not share 
that expectation. It is unclear whether that sentiment was adequ"ately ex­
pressed to the other members of the project. 

Second, to reduce the need for peak generating capacity, the program, 
as originally developed, sought to reduce demand by the Project members 
at the time of peak demands on the overall DWP system. However, DWP did 
not (and still does notl suffer from a shortage of capacity at peak. 

Table 2.1 shows historical and projected peak demands on the DWP 
system and the resources available to meet those demands in an "energy­
short" system; hydroelectric power could be utilized to meet peak demand, 
but this source would be unavailable at other times of the year. Such a 
situation would require the use of oil-fired capacity with its resultant 
higher cost of operation. It is not clear whether this fact was sufficiently 
explained by DWP or understood by Project members in the early stages of 
the program's development. 

All parties must have a complete understanding of the utility situation 
if any program of this nature is to be successful. Both of the problem 
areas discussed above resulted from a lack· of understanding of DWP' s fi­
nancial, political and planning situation on the part of the Project's mem­
bers. Whether that lack of understanding was caused by DWP' s. failure to 
present adequately the required explanation or by the Project members' 
failure to comprehend that explanation is not at issue here. 

Engineering Supervision Company (ESCO) of Newport Beach, California, 
was engaged as a consultant to the group that devised the Community Energy 
Peak Leveling Program. By mid-1977, the system hardware and software had 
been developed for CEPLP, and its operation begun. A basic understanding 
of that operation is necessary. 



Table 2.1 Summary of Loads and Res.::lUrces--Los Angeles Department of Water and Power ( 1 9 7 5-1 9 81) a 

Line Actual ·Estimated 
No. 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 . 1984 ~ 1986 1987 

--------------------------------------(Megawatts)--------------------------------------
(I) (2i (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (lO) (11) (12) (13) 

(1) Total Firm Demand 3,737 3,868 3,853 4,157 4,116 4,277 4,379 4,486 4,488 4,618 4,772 4,923 5,077 

Resources· 
(2) Hydroelectric-ConventionaL 746 7C.4 704 704 704 704 704 704 704 704 704 704 690 
(2) Hydroe1ectric:-Pumped ;:itorage 535 630 630 630 630 630 630 630 630 630. 630 630 630 
(4) Base Load-Oil and/or Gas 2,915 2,9i5 2,915 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871 2,871 :;',87! 3,331 3,331 3,331 3,331 
(5) Base Load-Coal 634 866 866 866 1,071 1,076 1,076 1,006 1,006 936 863 793 1,049 
(6) Base Load-Nuclear 0 () 0 0 0 0 0 70 70 140 140 210 210 
(7) Peaking-Comli~:.st io_n Turbine 80 80 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 
(8) Firm Transfers (Purchase) 525 525 525 525 350 360 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 

(9) Total Resources 5,435 S,7-20 5,716 5,618 5,702 5,707 5,707 5,707 ~.707 6,167 6,094 6,094 6,336 

(10) Margin over Finm Demand 
Line (9) - Lin~ (1) 1,698 1,8S2 1,863 1,515 1,586 1,430 1,328 1,221 D,219 1,549 1,322 1,171 1,259 

-----------------~-------------------(Percent)---------------------------------------

01) Percent Margin 
Line (lO) Line (l) 45.4 41.9 48.4 36.4 38.5 33.4 30.3 27.2 21.2 33.5 27.7 23.8 24 .• 8 

asource :· Common Forecasting ~:ethc·•ology II, Suppl v Plan for Los Angeles, February, 1979 (Revised), submitted to the 
California Energy Ccmmisaion, April _21, l979 in Docket No. 78-BR-1, Form Number R-lA. 
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2. 1 SYSTEM COMPONENTS . 

The hardware package for the program consists of a communication 
terminal at each building and a central computer at ESCO headquarters, 
all connected by leased telephone lines. Each terminal provides the cap­
ability of communication between the individual building and the computer 
center and .collects and transmits the building 1 s demand data to the center. 

·A computer predicts building demand levels every five minutes for 9-10/hour 
into the future based on historical data and the outside temperature in 
Los Angeles. If predicted load exceeds a preselected maximum level, a load 
shedding request is transmitted to the buildings 1 operators through their 
terminals. The maximum level at first selected was 3-5% below the network 
peak of the buildings; this was later extended to 7-10% and finally to 
6-12% below the peak. 

2.2 SYSTEM OPERATION 

The first phase of the program consisted of a building survey and 
testing analysis. During this analysis, the electrical loads of each build­
ing were inventoried to identify their magnitude, timing, and priority in 
the event of required load shedding. With the help of the buildings 1 oper­
ating personnel, the effects of various activities on the overall quality 
of the building environment were tested. This was a highly educational 
experience for most of . the operating personnel in that it introduced them 
to the use of techniques such as fan cycling, temperature fluctuations, 
higher chilled water temperatures, and rescheduling of certain operations that 
could be used to reduce their overall power requirements without reducing the 
operational comfort in their buildings below minimum acceptable levels. 
Operators were given an equipment priority list to aid them in shedding 
load, as required, in the operation of the program. 

Several participants indicated they felt the major benefit to them 
from the Project was a one-time reduction in energy usage derived from the 
energy audit ·phase. The thoroughness of the audit and the resultant pro­
cedures for reducing energy usage led to the adoption of certain of the 
procedures on a permanent basis. 

CEPLP was utilized as described above during August and September, 
1977. A review of the results of the program by all parties led to the 
decision to undertake a one-year test of the program during 1978. During 
this review, the "energy-short" status of DWP was made clear to the group, and· 
the focus of the program shifted to maximizing energy savings. As a result, 
the 1978 experiment was conducted as a "rolling demand cap" program wherein 
the participants 1 energy u·sage was reduced across the daily operation period. 

Although the magnitude of savings derived from the Project during 
1978 may be questionable, it is clear that the Project did succeed in reducing 
the participants 1 demands on the DWP system. Energy savings beyond those 
realized as a result of the energy audit discussed above may not have been 
substantial. However, regardless of the magnitude of such saving~, they 
represented a decrease in the use of oil-fired generation on the DWP system-­
a goal of this countryis energy policy. 
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Energy savings under the Project were not larger because: (1) build­
ing operators may be willing to reduce the level of environmental comfort 
and other operations in their buildings below their selected minimum level 
for a brief period of time on a few days throughout the year, but they are 
unwilling and/or unable to do so on a continuing basis. Thus, the value 
of the Project lies in its original intended use, i.e., as a load management 
or peak-shaving device and not as an energy-saving program. 

2.3 RESULTS OF THE LOS ANGELES EXPERIMENT 

The record developed during the Project clearly shows that the partici­
pants were willing and able to reduce their demands on the DWP system when 
called upon to do so. The level of effort expendeq was as high as their 
initial enthusiasm for the Project. However, the change of focus to energy 
savings led to the eventual desire to end the Project in 1978. . There is 
a strong probability that had DWP been a "capacity-short" utility and had 
the Project continued with a peak-shaving focus, it would still be in oper­
ation today. 

The change of attitude toward the Project among the participants 
seems to coincide with the announcement by DWP of a time-of-day (TOD) rate 
for commercial customers in late August, 1978. Only 20% of the 1978 savings 
under the Program occurred after August.* There could very well have been 
other, more important reasons for the lesser percentage of savings in the 
last four months. For example, because a large portion of the savings was 
related to temperature control equipment, the greatest concentration of 
savings would be expected to occur in the summer months. Moreover, in late 
summer, the occupancy rate of one participant's building (UCB) began to 
increase, thereby requiring greater use of electricity. A change in partici­
pant attitude could result only from an apparent lack of communication among 
the parties. 

Simple analysis demonstrates that the new rate fo~m Qffered ~ 
incentive for a reduction in both demand and energy use than did the old 
rate. (The old and new TOD rates are included in Appendix A.) Data shown in 
Table 2.2 illustrate that, with one exception, a 10% decrease in either demand 
or energy consumption by the group under the TOD rate yields a larger reduc­
tion in overall billing than did the old rate. (Compue Columns (2) and 
{7); (4) and {9); or 0) and (8); (.)) and (10).) Because two of the three 
accounts at the Southern California Gas Company do not qualify for the TOD 
rate, the bill reduction to this participant resulting from a 10% reduction 
in demand is not as great undet" the TOD rate as under. the ole:! r.Rte., 

Discussions with the participants suggest that any lack of incentive 
may well have been a product of the overall increase in billing level when 
the new rate was adopted. This can be seen by comparing Columns (1) and 
(6). It appears that the participants concentrated on the overall increase 
in their bills instead of on the greater bill reductions possible under 
the new rate form. 

*National Energy Peak Leveling Program, a report by ESCO to the U.S. Depart­
ment of Energy, February 1979, page I-4. 



Table 2.2 Comparis·:>n of "Incentives" Under Previous LADWP Rate Form and New TOD Rate 

Former A-1 Rate Hew TOO Rate 
Decrease in Bill Decrease in Rill 

Normal Usage 10% Demand 10% Energy Normal Usage 10% Demand 10% F.ner~y 

Project P.articipant Bill Reduction Percent Reduction Percent Rill Reduction ~ Reduction a Percent 
-----(Dollus)--------- (Dollars) -----(Dollars)--------- (Dollars) 

(2) (1) (4) (1) (7) (6) (9) (6) 
(l) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (1) (R) (9) (IO) 

(I) Occidental Center 49.731.17 64 7. 94 I. 3% $ 1,109.42 2.2% 55,434.07 $ 1,489.16 2.7% s 2,488.84 4.5% 

(2) LADI<P 129,070.34 2,276.00 1.8 3,066 .18. 2.4 143,611.62 4,140.95 2.9 6,878.62 4.8 

(3) Soudhern California 
Gas Co. 17,065.35 360.83 2.1 364.81 2.1 18.778.55 235.56 1.3 691.56 3.7 

(4) United California 
Bank 74,493.00 1,870.01 2.5 2,324.79 3.1 84,977.19 3,153.77 3.7 5,215.40 6.1 

(5) Hay Co. 32,705.67 924.39 2.8 784.32 2.4 33,018.66 996.09 3.0 1,715.34 5.2 

(6) Project Total $303,065.53 $ 6,079.17 2.0% $ 7,649.52 2.5% $)35,820.09 $ 10,015.53 3.0% 16,989.76 5.1% 

a!O percent reduction of peak kilowatt-hours shifted to off-peak. 
Source: Data supplied by the Loa Angeles Department of Water and Power. 
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The data . 1n Table 1. 2 suggest that the Los Angeles experiment did 
not end because of the institution of the TOD rate. Rather, an analysis of 
the details of the Project and interviews with the participants suggest that 
the Project ended because of the understandable reluctance of the participants 
to reduce on a continuing basis the level of environmental comfort and other 
operations in their buildings below certain minimum levels. Because the 
value of the Project lies in its use as a load-management (or peak-shaving) 
device and not as an energy-saving program, and because DWP was and is not 
a capacity-short utility, the program ended in 1978. 
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3 THE ORANGE COUNTY EXPERIMENT 

The experiment under way in Orange County differs significantly from 
that at tempted in Los Angeles. The most important difference between the 
two experiments is that in Orange County, the entire intent is to shave 
load at the time of the system peak; the entire experiment is shaped around 
that intent, and the utility involved is in need of peaking capacity. This 
difference is the result of the experience gained in Los Angeles which indi­
cated that the CEPLP program is best utilized as a load.;,.shaving or· a peak:­
shaving device. 

3.1 SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

The program on trial in Orange County is the product of discussions 
between ESCO personnel, the individual members of the Orange County Energy 
Cooperative (Co-op) and Southern California Edison Company (Edison). These 
discussions followed the conclusion of the Los Angeles experiment and were, 
in part, a result of the success in Los Angeles in using the program for 
peak-shaving purposes. The Co-op consists of the Pacific Mutual Insurance 
Company, Fluor Corporation, and the Irvine Company, each occupying an office 
building, and South Coast Plaza, a shopping center.· The test program has 
been on line since July 1979, and is intended to be of one year's duration. 
However, should successful results in some shorter time period so warrant, 
all parties appear willing to move to a permanent program at such time. 

3.2 .SYSTEM OPERATION 

The Orange County test program is fairly simple in its operation. Ten 
meters at the four locations will be billed on an existing Edison interrupt­
able rate schedule (Rate Schedule Nos. TOU-8 and TOU-8-I, attached as 
Appendix B). Edison and the participants sought and obtained the approval 
of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to undertake the test. 
Such approval was necessary because: 

(l) Edison will fund the program to an amount not to exceed 
$25,000 and will expense the amount against an allowance 
granted the company {n the CPUC's last general rate in­
crease decision. 

(2) . Under the terms of the rate schedule at the .time of the 
original application to the CPUC, only customers whose 
load exceeds 5,000 kW could qualify for such a rate. 
CPUC approval ·was required to allow the loads of the 
four customers to be added together in order to meet 
this minimum level.* 

(3) For some time, the CPUC has been pursuing new and useful 
load management strategies. Indeed, under the terms of 
the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 

*since the institution of the program, the 5,000 kilowatt load level has 
been reduced to 1,000 kilowatts. 
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(PURPA), which was passed as part of the National 
Energy Act, consideration of new load management 
techniques is established as a federal standard 
for possible adoption by all state regulatory 
commissions. 

Under the terms of Edison's TOU-8-I rider to its TOU-8 rate schedule, 
the customer may elect to identify a portion of the load which is specified 
as firm, and which is referred to as Firm Service.* Each kilowatt of maxi­
mum, on-peak demand in excess of the Firm Service level is considered to 
be interruptible. Thus, a customer may agree to a Firm Service level of 700 
kW. Over the course of the year, the monthly maximum demand may vary from, 
e.g., BOO kW to 1,200 kW. Whenever Edison calls for an interruption, the 
customer must reduce current load to the agreed Firm Service level of 700 kW. 
In any month when the customer's maximum demand exceeds 700 kW, the customer 
will receive a billing credit for such excess demand. For example, in a 
month when maximum demand is 1,200 kW, the customer will receive a credit 
based on a 500-kW demand in excess of the Firm Service level. All kilowatts 
of the billing demand are billed at the $5.05 rate on the TOU-8 schedule, 
but the customer receives a credit for those kilowatts of demand in excess 
of Firm Service level at the rate of $2.50 or $3.00/kW depending on the 
rate option selected under the TOU-8-I schedule. Under the terms of Special 
Condition 8 of the TOU-8-I ·rate, charges for excess demand when an inter­
ruption is called for range up to $80/kW and represent a substantial penalty 
for failure to shed the required amount of load. Co-op members subject 
to a penalty of this level because it appears to exceed any estimate of 
the cost to the utility of a failure to meet its peak. 

Operating under this rate schedule, the Co-op members are treated, 
in essence, as a single customer for purposes of meeting the interruptible 
requirements. The demand credit granted to this group is divided among 
them monthly, based on the terms of the agreement of the group and each 
member's performance, or lack thereof, during the month. By early September, 
several test interruptions had be~n called for by Edison, and the group was 
successfully meeting its Firm Service level. In some instances, individual 
members were not able to reduce their demand to the required level, but other 
members of the Co-op were able to reduce their demands below their Firm 
Service level in an amount sufficient to reduce the group total to the re­
quired level. Thus, no. penalty charges for excess demand were incurred by 
the group. 

As the Co-op agreement presently exists, the individual member who 
reduced demand below individual Firm Service level (and thereby saved the 
group from incurring excess demand charge$) reaps a reward. This takes 
the· form of an increase in the amount of rebate received at the end of the 
month, which is based upon the amount of his reduction below the Firm Service 
level. Thus, there is some 1ncentive to be the "group savior," which apppears 
to have worked well in the Orange County experiment. 

As presently operating, the Co-op has several advantages for both 
the utility and the cooperative members. For the utility, it represents 
a method of "buying" capacity at the time of system peak. That capacity 

*"Firm Service" is defined under Special Condition 1 of the TOU-8-I rate. 
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. . 

can be "purchased" relatively rapidly as compared to the normal lead times 
required to plan, secure approval of, and·build new peaking capacity. How­
ever, for this method of "purchase" to be equivalent in the overall planning 
process of the utility to building peaking capacity, the capacity at the 
peak must be available--i.e., the utility must be assured that participants 
will reduce their load to the agreed level. Without that assurance, the 
value of such an interruptible load to the utility is significantly de­
creased. 

For the co~op members, the program has some. obvious economic benefits. 
In addition to the rebate on demand charges, each participant receives a 
direct reduction in the amount of energy charges in any month during which 
an interruption occurred. Although the magnitude of these savings is not 
as great as the demand charge rebate, it is a further economic incentive 
built into the program.* The most important nonmonetary benefit to the 
participants is that the monetary benefits can be secured without reducing 
the level of environmental comfort and other operations in their buildings 
below certain minimum levels on a continuing basis. Such a reduction need 
only occur on days on which an interruption occurs--an event both the utili­
ty and the Co-op participants expect to happen no more than a few times 
a year. 

*One interruption of s~x hours in a 30-day month would save less than 1 
per cent of the kilowatt-hours normally billed in the month for a participant 
with his interruptible load set at 20 percent of his peak load, assuming 
he would normally operate at a 30 percent load factor (0.2 kW X 6 hours) 
(kW X 720 hrs X 0.3) = 0.55%. 
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4 DISCUSSION OF THE CEPLP CONCEPT 
• 

4.1 UTILITY SETTINGS AND PARAMETERS 

The Los Angeles and Orange County experiments confirm that the CEPLP 
concept is best applied to a utility faced with a rather peaked daily and/or 
annual load duration curve. Such a setting requires the use of oil-fired 
peaking capacity which the CEPLP concept would displace, to some degree. 

A utility may find itself in one of three conditions regarding its 
ability to meet its loads. 

(1) It may be in an over-capacity situation and not require 
any additions to resources. 

(2) It may be in an optimal capacity situation and be striv­
ing to maintain that optimality. 

(3) It may be in an under-capacity situation and be seeking 
to add capacity immediately to meet the peak. 

If a utility . is in an over-capacity situation, neither it nor the 
participants will reap any benefits from the CEPLP concept that cannot be 
gained under properly derived rate structures because the value of capacity 
to the utility at the margin is zero. Furthermore, the energy savings 
available to the participants can be captured by them when they reduce con­
sumption during those times when higher per-kilowatt-hour rates reflect 
the increased cost of oil-fired capacity used during those periods. 

When a utility is in an optimal capacity situation, the CEPLP concept 
is useful because it can help the utility remain in· a state of optimality 
as growth requires new additions to capacity. Increments of CEPLP capacity 
can be purchased by the utility to maintain its optimum mix of resources. 

If the utility is in an under-capacity situation, CEPLP allows the 
utility to p()stpone capacity additions. This utility setting is the most 
favorable to the application of the CEPLP concept. 

One word of caution should be offered here. If the utility has be­
gun construction of.new capacity into which dollars have been partially 
spent, it may not be cost-beneficial to push back the in-service date of 
the added capacity because inflation will increase the cost of any added 
capacity when it finally comes on line. Thus, from an economic standpoint, 
i.t may not be desirable to delay additional capacity because, if the utility 
can build it now, it can do so at ·a lower price. 

An important benefit of the program is that, wherever used, it should 
reduce the amount of fuel oil burned by the utility involved. Most often 
the ~il will be distillate fuel burned in a combustion turbine which is 
the most expensive fuel burned in electrical generating equipment. However, 
the fuel savings could also consist of other fuels that are in short supply. 
Thus, the concept could. reduce the Nation's reliance on oil to supply its 
energy needs. · 
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4.2 UTILITY RATE STRUCTURES 

Table 4.1 shows the various· types of utility rate structures that 
could be considered for use under the CEPLP concept. Also shown are their 
applicability to CEPLP and their degree of desirability for use under CEPLP. 
Disirability is ranked from totally undesirable (-5) to extremely desirable 
(+5) in the last column shown. 

Certain types of rates are clearly unfavorable to the CEPLP concept. 
·Any type of rate structure with a ratchet provision for billing demand 
charges is unfavorable. A ratchet provision usually requires that demand 
charges for any month be based on the maximum demand in that month or the 
highest demand in the previous 12 months, whichever is greater. The program 
participants would have to reduce their demands to a required minimum level 
at all times because any increased demand would set their level of billing 
demand 11 months into the future. 

All noninterruptible rate schedules suffer ~n comparison to those 
incorporating interruptibility because noninterruptible rates would require 
reductions in demand level by the participants for long periods to capturE:! 
any economic benefit. For this reason, their use severely limits the po­
tential for success of the program, as the Los Angeles experience has demon- · 
strated. 

A kilowatt-hour rate based on average historic costs is unfavorable 
because it lacks any credit for reduction in demand by the participants. 
The only benefits possible to the participants are usage-related and can 
be captured without CEPLP. 

A two-part rate (consisting of both a demand and an energy charge) 
based on average historic costs is somewhat less unfavorable to the CEPLP 
concept in that it could allow the participants to reduce the amount of 
demand charges they would incur. However, the financial benefits to the 
participants under such a rate schedule probably would be insyffici~ti.t to 
warrant incurring the costs associated with the ifistitution of Lh~ !h'u~J:4m. 

These observations apply also to the next three rate structures 
listed on Table 3 .1. A time-of-use rate, based on average historic costs, 
would yield greater potential benefits to the participants than a two-part 
rate because on-pectk demand charg~s under the timC"':'Ot-uoe ratY lihuulr:! h,., 
higher. A two-part marginal cost-based rate should yield somewhat higher 
benefits, and a marginal cost-based, time-of-use rate even higher benefits. 

An interruptible rate clearly is the best type of rate structure 
to use in the ESCO pt'ogram. Onwillingneoa of participants tn r.educe the 
level of environmental comfort and other operations in their buildings on a 
continuing basis is of great importance here. . The interruptible rate form· 
allows the program to yield its maximum benefit to the utility with the 
least amount of disruption of the participants' operations. · 

If such a rate form is not available from the utility, institution. 
of such ·a rate form should .be discussed. Indeed, under· the terms of PURPA, 
interruptible rates are established as a federal standard for possible 
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Table 4.1 Analysis of Applicability of Various Rate Structures 
to CEPLP Concept 

Applicability 
Costing Basis Under Degree of 

Rate Structure Typea Rate CEPLP Desirability 

Straight kilowatt-hour Average Historic Unfavorable -5 
rate (energy charge only) Cost 

Two-part rate (demand and Average Historic Unfavorable -3 
energy charge) Cost 

Time-of-use rate Average Historic Unfavorable -2 
Cost 

Two-part rate (demand and Masrginal Cost Neutral 0 
energy charge) 

Time-of-use rate Marginal Cost Favorable 2 

Interruptible rate with Average Historic Favorable 3 
demand charge credit Cost 

Interruptible rate with Marginal Cost Favorable 5 
demand charge credit 

aAny rate structure with a ratchet prov1s1on for billing demand is unfavorable 
for the CEPLP concept. Therefore, each of the listed types are considered as 
having no ratchet provision. 
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adoption by publicly owned utilities and state regulatory commissions.* 
Consideration of that standard must begin no later than November 9, 1980. 
Thus, the proceedings of the regulatory commission or nonregulated (publicly 
owned) utility in compliance with PURPA would seem to be a natural vehicle 
for consideration of the CEPLP at the local level. 

Although the interruptible rate used may be based upon either average 
historical or marginal costs, the latter clearly is more appropriate. A 
marginal cost-based rate more accurately reflects the economic and oper­
ational situation of the utility. The trade-off made by the utility is 
between CEPLP capacity and new capacity or spinning reserve. An average 
historic cost value for peaking capacity would not give the participants 
credit for all of the benefits actually received by the utility. 

Any interruptible rate should incorporate a demand charge credit 
of the type utilized in the Orange County experiment. Such a credit appears 
to provide a positive incentive to· the participants in that it gives them 
the feeling that they are "getting something" in direct response to their 
behavior under. the program because they are ·billed for all demand and then 
receive payment for interrupted demand from Lh~ utility. The tcrma and 
conditions of the applicable rate schedule should include a requirement 
that control under any CEPLP program be central in nature and computer­
rather than manually oriented. The degree of desirability of the program 
from the utility standpoint derives from its ability to rapidly and effec-
tively reduce the participants' demands on the system. A manually oriented 
program loses most of this advantage. 

Whatever the rate form is utilized, the contract between utility 
and the participants under CEPLP must be of a term at least equal to the 
payback period to recoup the costs of setting up the program. The Los 
Angeles and Orange County experiments indicate that the period involved 
should be less than three years, but may vary from case to case depending 

. on the economics of the situation. This protection is needed because the 
shape of the utility's annual load duraLiou curve may change with time 
in such a way as to e 1 imi.nate the need fur· cal'ac ity at the peak.. Tharlil 
would then be no reason for the CEPLP to be continued because the value 
of peaking capacity to the utility would be zero. The contract must en­
sure the participants that they will at least recoup their costs of partici­
pation in the program. 

Each participant in CEPLP will derive the benefit of the one-time 
energy savings which resulted from the energy audit phase of the Los Angel~1:1 
experiment. Although the level of that benefit 1s difficult to quantify 
before the program · begins, such savings could r~tluce the· length of the pay­
back period for the cu~:~L uf !Ja.Ltidp...t:inn. 

The length of contract proposed also makes the program more attractive 
to the utility involved. If. the utility were to build peaking capacity 
in~tead· of "purchasing" it from the participants, it would lock itself into 

*Title I, Subtitle B, Section lll(d) (5) of PURPA states: "Each electric 
utility shall offer each industrial and commercial electric consumer an 
interruptible rate which reflects the cost of providing interruptible 
service to the class of which such consumer is a member." 
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owning that capacity and incurring_ at least the fixed cost of that 
for the life of the asset (about 25 yr for a combustion turbine). 
tional benefit to the utility derives from the fact that a CEPLP 
"purchase" need not be as permanent as building new capacity. 

capacity 
An addi­
capacity 

Concerning type of rate structure, in the case of a utility that 
is chronically . in an over-capacity situation, the CEPLP concept does not 
make sense to the utility only; therefore, the rate structure discussion 
above has no application. Because capacity at the peak is valueless to the 
utility, the concept loses its applicability under any rate structure. 

4.3 COOPERATIVE ARRANGEMENTS AND BENEFIT DISTRIBUTION 

The experience gained in the two experiments discussed here indicates 
that the CEPLP concept is cost-beneficial when utilized as a peak-shaving 
device. However, it will not work equally well for all utilities across 
the country and will work most effectively under certain rate structures. 
Its applicability can be tested using the following analysis. 

• First, the utility system involved must have a need for generating 
capacity at the time of the system peak. The Los Angeles experiment has 
demonstrated the inapplicability of the concept to an "energy-short" system. 
Furthermore, the concept is best applied to a utility system facing a rather 
peaked annual load duration curve. The expected number of interruptions 
in any year would be reduced for such a system which in turn represents a 
substantial benefit to the participants. 

• Second, the utility must be willing and able to treat capacity 
"purchased" under the program at the margin. The value of the capacity 
to the utility is approximately equal to the cost of new alternate peaking 
capacity. Such costs may vary from utility to utility, but they probably 
would not exceed the cost of a new combustion turbine and a small amount 
of transmission capacity. For purposes of rough analysis, this value could 
be set at about $3 .00/kW/mo, based on a capital investment of $200/kW and 

·a levelized annual charge rate of 18%. That benefit to the participants 
would have to be balanced against the cost of the CEPLP hardware and software 
estimated as $250,000 in investment and $75,000 in annual operating costs. 

• Third, although other rate forms might be used under this concept, 
an interruptible rate clearly is the best form of utility rate structure 
to use in such a program. The primary consideration here is the unwillingness 
of participants to reduce the level of environmental comfort and other 
operations in their buildings below· a minimum acceptable level on a con­
tinuing basis. The interruptible rate form allows the program to yield 
its maximum benefit to the utility with the leasl amount of disruption of 
the participants' operations. 

If a given situation under consideration meets these three tests, 
there is a high probability that CEPLP will benefh both the utility in­
volved and the participants ·in the· program. However, in developing a local 
program, other areas need to be addressed· to maximize its usefulness. 
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The s~ze of the group of participants is an important consideration 
because one of the major benefits to the utility and the participants of 
group participation, as opposed to individual participation, is the "insur­
ance" that the group arrangement offers them. If one member of the group 
is unable to reduce demand at any given time to a required level, another 
member may well be able further to reduce demand in the amount required. 
Group participation thus increases the likelihood that the required level 
will be reached. This cooperation is important to the utility involved for 
planning purposes and to the participants because it enables potential bene­
fits to be captured while lessening the potential for hardship circumstances 
in the event load cannot be sufficiently reduced. 

Thus, the larger the group of participants, the more likely the suc­
cess of the program, but the group should not be so large as to cause diffi­
culty in control. In this regard, ~roup si~e would seem to be limited only 
by the capabilities of the computer equipment utilized. The agreement among 
the participants as to how any economic benefits derived from CEPLP are to 
be distributed is best left to discussion among the participants in each 
unique set of circumstances. As a minimum, such an agreement should set 
forth: 

(1) the responsibilities of each party as to load reductiont 

(2) a mechanism for allocating benefits assuming all members 
meet their required load level, and 

(3) a method of allocation in the event that one or more 
members do not perform adequately and one or more 
other members act as "group savior(s)." 

Beyond these basic needs, the agreement might deal with any penalty 
provisions such as can be assessed under the Edison TOU-8-I rate by enforcing 
the penalty within the ~roup when one or more members reduce their loanR 
beyond their required level and save the group from being penalized by the 
utility. For example, assume a cooperative progr3J!l consisterl of several 
members who agree to a total firm service level of 50-MW. Suppose that 
at the time the utility calls for interruption to the 50-MW level, participant 
A is unable to reduce demand to the required level and that participant 
B makes up the difference. Without help from B, the group would incur a 
penalty charge for excess demand Which A wuulu have to pay. By agre~;>mP.nt, 
thP group might arrange that A pay B the penalty amount which would have 
been assessed by the utility, or some percentage thereof. 

Such an agreement adds to· the incentive to become a· "group savior" 
(artd thereby adds to the utility' w a51sur~.nel'! that the "purch~sed" capacity 
will be available). However, this could become a disincentive to partici­
pation by a member who feared incurring the penalty charges. This example 
demonstrates the need to let the participants set the terms for distribution 
of benefits in the manner best suited to the situation. 

All parties to the arrangement must clearly understand the situation 
of the others in setting such terms. It might seem unfair to a utility 
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to "pay" the participants the value of new peaking capacity when, in fact, 
the kilowatts purchased are coming from existing capacity; however, that 
is the cost the utility would incur, without the help of· the participants in 
the program. Similarly, although a large penalty for failure to perform as 
required might seem unfair to the participants, any such failure causes 
the utility to incur emergency costs of covering its peak demand. Thus, 
any tailoring of the program that adds to the assurance that the group will 
perform as required reduces the need for a penalty in the utility's eyes. 
In short, to t~e utility, performance is critical; to the participants, 
incentive is critical. The agreement reached must balance those needs ·for 
the program to work. 
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APPENDIX A 

Electric Rate Ordinance -- Department of 

Water and Power -- City of Los Angeles 
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LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 

APPL.ICABI L.ITV 

SCHECUL.E A·1 

GENERAL. SERVICE 

For 11.11 general service, IncludinG' llghUng and power, which may be de· 
llvered through the same service at one st&nd:lrd cha.r.l.cter In compliance 
with the Cha.nLCter of ·Service Rule. 

This schedule Is al)pllcable to any service tor which no speciDJ sch-edule 
1.rt avDJia.ble. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE 

Altei'IUI.tlng current at a. regul:lted frequency ot 60 cycles. 

Slnr;le phue - 120 or 240 voits, :1 wire or 
1.20/240 volts, 3 wire. 

Three phase • 240 or 480 volts, 3 wire • 
• 2400, 4150, 4800, or 34,500 volts, 3 wire may be ava.Ua.ble 

a.t the Department's o'l!tlon tor special loads and !ocattons. 

TERRITORY 

• 120/208 or 271/480 volts, 4 wire may be a.vDJia.ble a.t the 
. Department's option tor speciDJ loads and locations. 

CitY ot Loll .N•seh:sa 0Jl4 dl• Count19t l)of Tfty" wul 11Iono. 

MONTHL.V RATE 

·Service Charge • Slnglo pha.se =====S2.01 • Three phue U.36 

plus 
$0.25 per kUowatt ot Bllllng Dema.nd In excess ot 20 kw. 

Energy Charge o 3.88 cents per kwh ror ·t'he nrst 1,000 kwh 
· 2.97 cents l)Cr kwh tor tho next 2,000 kwh 

2.33 cents per kwh for thC3 next 4,200 kwh• 
1.H eents per kwh for the ntxt 9,200 kwh.c 
O.G9 cents per kwh for each additional kwh 

• add 110 kwh tor e:1eh kw or Dillin&- Dc!ma.nd in exee!l.! ot 20 but. not 
exceeding 300 lew, plus 80 kwh tor es.ch kw ot BUUng Demand In 
excess ot 300 kw. 

Wntmum Charge • The Service Charge plus $1.20 per kUowatt of BWlng 
. · Dema.nd In exee1111 of 20 kllowa.tts, · 

AOJ.USTMENT FOR _FUEL. COSTS 

'l'hl l!lller!n' Ch&l'lr6 or m. fansalnll' Mollthl? 1\&tl 11 eubJeat to II.I!Juat• 
ment on a. kilowatt-hour 'baa1a tor variAtion ot fuel cost:&, u cleaorlbcd Jn the 
General Provisions. · . . . . 
BIL.L.ING CEMANC 

The Customer's M:1.'C.!mum Dema.nd shall ·be measured monthly when a. 
loa.4 test Indicates a. dema.nd g'l'eater than 20 kllowlltts. SlUing Demand shall 
then be the higher of the Maximum DemMtd Cor the month or the lll~hest 
l'd.Uunum D~nw.ml .xcurlnl> In tho preceding el<tvoen rn.,nt.hs. 

MAXIMUM CIO:MAND 

Ma.'C.Imum Demc.nd shall be the average kilowatt load to the nee.rest 
one~tenth kilowatt during thC3 fifteen-minute period of greatest use durin&' 
the month a.s indicated or recorded by Department's meter. 

In cases where demand Is ·Intermittent or subject .to violent thictua.ttons. 
the Department ma.:v establiSh the Maximum Dem&nd on the ba.sb ot measa 
urement over a. shorter Interval ot time or the lc1lovoli:·IUDPeres of tra.ns-
formezo c~PCl<:!ty ""'lnired to serve C\l3tQnte1"s load. · 

ADJUSTMENT FOR HIGH VOLTAGE SERVICE 

AIIIIIICAI:IIIIty • A lllscount :shii.ll be a.p'l!lloa.ltle \e 'blWnas ttT!~'Il' t.h.l.' J'8.t9 
when service Is dellvered a.t a subtransmlsslon or higher vol~. 

. Discount • The amount calculated by a'llplleatlon ot the !ore~rolng ra.te, 
exClUsive or any oUaer adJuauuent!, .sbtiJl llo oubJoot to a 5V. d.l~o•mt. 

Substation. Eoulvm•"' on · c_~:~at.,mtl"'• Side of Point of Delivery • All 
equipment or structures necessa.r1 fOl' tne · utlllza.tlon ot ser-vke delivered b$" 
the Department at high voltages shall be located on the customer's side ot the 
point ot delivery and. shall be OWJ\ed and ~alntalned by the customer. 

Metering • Metering of energy and demand shall be 'Provided bY the 
De'llartment a.t the pl'lmary side of transformers or, at the Department's 
option, on the secondary side or transformers and com'l!ensated by lnstru• 
ments or loss calculations to the delivery voltage, a.s provided In the .Metering 
Rule. · · 

Note: All charges under this schedule were increased 13.8 percent 
by Ordinance No. 147,770 effective December 9, 1975 and an 
additional 12.5 percent by Ordinance No. 150,356 effective 

. December 23, 1977. Charges in effect after the 1977 in­
crease are shown on the next page. 
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ELECTRIC RATES. 

fixed by the 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 

CITY OP LOS ANGELES 
in the 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Effective on Electric Service Rendered 

On and After 
December 10, 1978 

Ordinance No. 151,685 



D. SCIIEDULE A-3 - LIIRCE GJ::NERA:L SERVICE 

1. Applicability 

2. 

l. 

4. 

Applicable to genEral service, including lighting 
and power, which may be delivered through the s~e 
sen·ice in compli~nce with the Character of Servic.a 
Rule·. 

Territory 

Cit~ of Los Angeles. 

Monthly Rates Rates :in Effect 
from 12-10-11 on and after 

a.~ to ll-30-7, 12-l-79 

(l) 
(2) 
(l) 
(4) 
(5) 

. Service Availability Qlarge 
Capacity Chacge - per kw 
Demand ChargE, - per k,. 
Energy Charg.e - per k,.h 
Minimum Cha~e (both 

periocs) 

$10.00 
$0.25 
$5.89 
$0.004li' 

$E,600,00 or 
whichever h 

$10.00 
$0.25 
$S.89 
$0.00661 

$1.00 per u•. 
greater 

b.~ 

c. 

(1) Service Avai~ability ~hargo $10.00 $10.00 
(21 Capacity Charge - per kw $0.25 $0.25 
(l) Energy Charse - per keh $0.01451 $0.01690 
(4) Minimum Chu'lle I both $6,600.00 o:r $1.00 per ~r~o~•. 

periols) whichever i.s C)l'eater 

~ 

(1) 
(2) 
(l) 

141 

Service Availability ·::harte $10.00 $10.00 
Capacity Cha~rge - per kw $0.25 $0.25 
Energy Charge - per k~h 

On-Peak Period $0.03Bll $0.04061 
Off-Peali Period $0.00412 $0.00664 

Minimum Cha~e (both $6,600.00 ar $1.00 per tw0 , 

periads) wbicheve&" is greater 

• Kw as determined for ayplication of 
the Capacity Charge under Special 
ConGitiona below. 

d. Energy Cost Adju~ment 

The Energy Charge of the above rates is subjec~ to 
adjustment on a kl.lowatt-hour basis fa&" variation of 
energy costs, as de~cribed in tbo General P~rovisions. 

Special: Conditions 

A, Dillin!) 

The bill under R~".e A shal~ be ~e sum of the 5er•ice 
Availability Char9e, the Capacity Charge, the Demand 
Charge and the Energy Charge (including the Enar9v 
Cost Adjustment) -- or the Min~m Charge, whichever 
is greater, 

The bill under Rates B and e shall be the sum of the 
Service Availabi:lty Charge, the Capacity Cha~e amd 
the Energy Charge (includi~g the Energy Cost ~juutment) 
or the •1inimum Charge, whie:hevet: is greate~r. 

b. Capacity Charge 

Tho Capacity Charge shall be based on the highest 
Maximum Demand recorded in the last 12 months. 

~. Demand Charge 

d. 

Tho Donand Charge shall bo based on the Maximum 
Demand during tho month. 

Maximum Demand 

The Maximum Demand shall be the average kilowatt 
·load to the nearest one-tenth kilowatt during the 
fifteen-minute period of greatest use during the 
month as indicated or recorded by tho Department's 
meter. 

In casos where demand is intermittent or subject to 
violent fl~ctuations, the Department may establish 
the Maximum Demand on the basis of measurement over 
II shorter interval of time Or the kilovolt-amperes 
of t:ransfc·rn1er capacity required to serv.o customer's 
load, 

. .,, Optional Rates 

Tho Deparbnent will install a "time-of-use• meter 
and the customer shall then be billed under Rate C. 
Until suet meter is installed, tho customer may 
choose to receive service undo&" Rate II or Rate U1 
however, e.uch choice may not be changed at intervals 
of less than 12 months. 

f. On-Pe.lk Pariod 

The On-Peak Period shall be f~rom 11 a.m. to 1 p.m. 
Pacific S_tandard Time daily except Saturday and 
Sunday. rho Off-Peak Period shall be all other 
hours, including all day Saturday ·and Sunday. 

9• High VOltage Service Adjustment 

(1) 

(2) 

(4) 

Applicability - A discount shall be applicable 
to b&ll•ngs .under this rato when service is 
delivered at 11 'subt~ransmission or higher voltage, 

Discount -· The Capacity Charge plus 2\ of the 
Ene1:3y Charge including Energy Cost Adjustment. 

Substation Eguirment on Customer's Side of Point 
of Deliver~ - A 1 equipment or structures . 
necessary· or the utilization of service delivere4 
by the Department at high volta9es shall be 
locate<! on the custome~r's side of the point of 
delivery and shall be owned nnd maintained by 
the customer. 

Mete·rinl.- Metering of energy and demand shall be 
pro\·ide by the Depa~rtment at tho primary side of 
trar.sformers or, at tho Department's option, on 
the secondary side of trAnsformers and compensated 
by instruments or loss calculations to the 
delivery voltAge, as provided in the tletering 
Rule, 

Applieab~lity of Rules and Regulations 

Application of thia Schudule !s subject to General 
Ruloa an4 Rogulationa adopted by tho Board of Water 
Al\4 J>owo.r COI!IIIIlnionon, 
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APPENDIX B 

. Schedule No. TOU 8, California Edison Company 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead, California 91770 

Revised Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 5147-E -------- ---------
Cancelling Revised Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 

Schedule No. TOU-8 

GENERAL SERVIC& - LARGE 

APPUCABILITY 

Applicable to three-phase general service. including lighting and power, supplied directly from lines of trusmissioo 
voltase. or where for the Company's operating convenience service is supplied from Uoes of distribution voltage. 

This schedule is applicable for aU customers of record on August 23, 19", served on Schedule No. A-8 and 
thereafter is applicable to all customers whose monthly maximum demand exceeds 5,000 kW for any three months 
during the preceding 12 months. Any customer whose monthly maximum demand has fallen below 4.500 kW for 12 
consecutive months may elect to take service on any other applicable schedule. 

·TERRITORY 

Within the entire territory served. excluding Santa Catalina Island. 

RATES 

Customer Charge·;.• -----­ --------··--·-··-···-
Demand Charge ·(to be added to Customer Charge): 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$1,075.00 

All kW of on-peak billing demand, per kW ...• ____ $ 5.05 
Plus all kW of mid-peak billing demand, per kW .. ______ 0.65 
Plus all kW of off•peak billing demand, per kW.. ·------No Charg~ 

Energy Charge (to be added to Demand Charge): 
All on-peak kWh, per kWh_··----··--··-··-
Pius all mid-peak kWh, per kWh _______ _ 
Plus all off-peak kWh, per kWh-····-··-----·-··--------

Minimum Charge: 

0.530¢ 
0.380¢ 
0.230; 

The monthly minimum charge shall be the sum of the monthly Customer and Demand 
Charges. The monthly Demand Charge shall be not less than the charge for 25% 
of the maximum on-peak demand established during the preceding 11 months • 

. Daily time periods will be based on Paciftc .Standard nme and ate defined as follows: 

On-peak: 12:00 n~an to 6:00 p.m. summer weekdays except holidays 

Mid-peak: 

Off-peok: 

5:00 p.m. to 1 0:00 p.m. winter weekdays except holidays 

8:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon and 6:00 p.m. to 1 0:00 p.m. summer week· 
days except holidays 

8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. winter weekdays except holidays · 

All other hours. 

Of'-pec:dc . holidays artt New Year's Day, Washington's Birthdgy, 
Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day. Veterans Day, Thanks-­
giving Oay. and Christmas. 

- For initial implementation of this $~hedule by the Company, winter shall consist 
of the billing periods for the six regularly scheduled monthly billings beginAing with 
the first regularly scheduled billing ending after November 14, 1977. There­
after, regularly scheduled monthly billings shall indude six summer billing periods 
followed by six winter billing periods. In no event will winter include scheduled 
billing periods ending after May 31 of any year. 

(Coatfnued) 

(To be iAserted br utilitT) !JSUCd by 

Edward A. Myers, Jr. 
(To be Wcrted by C&l. ?.U.C.l 

Advice Letter No; 4'78-E Date Filed December 27, 1978 

---__,Dc;.l!Gisioo NQ. S97ll, .39723 Effective January 1, 1979 

Vice President 
Resolution No . .... 
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Revised Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 5148-E , SOUTHERN CAUFORNIA EDISON COMPANY. 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead, California 91770 

Cancelling Revised Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 5050-E 

Schedule No. TOU-8 

GENERAL SERVICE- LARGE 

(Cofttl ....... ) 

SPECIAL CONDinONS 

1. Voltage: Service will be supplied at one standard voltage. 

2. Maximum Demand: Maximum demands shall be established for the daily on-peale. mid-peak, and off-peak 
periods. The maximum demand for each period shall be the measured maximum average kilowatt input indicated 
or recorded by instruments to be supplied by the Company, during any 15-minute metered interval. but not less than 
the diversified resistance welder load computed in accordance with the section designa~!=d Welder Service in Rule No. 2. 
Where the demand is intermittent or subject to violent fluctuations, a S-minute interval may be used. 

3. Billing Demand: Separate billing demands for the on-pe:ik, mid-peak. and off-peak daily time periods shall 
be established for each monthly billing period. The billing demand for eacb daily time period shall be the maximum 
demand for that daily time period occurring during the respective monthly billing p·eiiod. 

4. Voltage Discount: The charges before adjustments will be reduced by 1% for service delivered and metered 
at a nominal voltage of 33,000 volts, and by 2% for service delivered and metered at a nominal voltage of 66,000 volts 
or over. 

5. Power Factor Adjustment: The charges will be adjusted each month for reactive demand. The charges 
will be increased by 20 cents per kilovar of maximum reactive demand imposed on the Company in excess of 20% 
of the maximum number of kilowatts. 

The maximum reactive demand shall be the highest measured maximum average kilovar demand indicated or · 
recorded by metering to be supplied by the Company during any 15-minute metered interval in the month. The 
lcilovars shall be determined to the nearest uniL A device will be installed on eacb kilovar meter to prevent reverse 
operation of the meter. · 

6. Temporary Discontinuance of Service: Where the use of energy is seasonal or intermittent. no adjust­
ments will be made for a temporary discontinuauce of· service. Any customer prior to resuming service withiD tWelve 
months after such service was discontinued will be required to pay all charges which would have been billed if 
service had not been discontinued. 

7. Contracts: AD initial three-year fac:ilities contract may be required where applicant requires new or added 
serving capacity exceeding 2,000 kV A. · 

8. Energy Cost Adjustment: The rates above are subject to adjustment as provided for .in ·Part G of the 
Preliminary Statement. The applicable energy cost ·adjustment billing factors and fuel collection balance adjustment 
billing factor set forth therein will be applied to all kWh billed under this schedule. 

9. Tax Change Adjustment: The rates above are subject to adjustment as provided for in Part I of the 
Preliminary Statement. The applicable tax change adjustment billing factors set forth thereiG will be applied to 
kWh billed under this schedule. 

· 10. Conservation Load Management Adjustment: The rates· above are subject to adjustment as provided 
for in Part J of the Preliminary Statement. The applicable conservation load management adjustment billing factors 
set forth therein will be applied to kWh billed under this schedule. 

(To be iiUI:fted br IILilitr) 

Advice Letter No. 478-E 
Iuw:d br 

Edward A. Myers, Jr. 

Vice President 

!T~_be ~ br_Cal. P.U.C.) 

Date Filed ·December '27, l97S 

Effective January [, l979 · 
----------~~~~~~-----------

Resolution No. 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead, California 91 no 

Revised Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. H49·E 

Cancelling Original Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 4S69·E 

Schedule No. TOU•8al 

GENERAL SERVICE-LARGE-INTERRUPTIBLE 

APPLICABIUTY 

Applical)le to customers served uacia' Schedule No. TOU-8, Geaeral Service- Large,. ud i.t a.ftilable oaly uader 
coatnct. New customers will aot be served uader this schedule if the total illtemaptible load. of all customers oa this 
schedale exceeds 300 megawatts. · 

RATES 

RATE A 
Applicable where th~ customer elects to provide only Company-controlled 
Interruptible Load. 

The net billing determined under Schedule No. TOUo8 will be reduced as follawSJ 

For each kW of the maximum on-peak demand . 
In excess of Firm Service._, ___ .....,. _____ ........, ...... _ •• ______ _ 

RAT! B 
Applicable where the customer elects to provide only Customeroeontrolled 
Interruptible Load. 

$P.,..IcW 
Per MOAtti 

'3.00 

The net billing determined under Schedule No •. TOU-8 will be reduced as follows: 

for each kW of the maximum on-peak demand 
In excess of Firm Service-·--,---------------~--- 2.50 

RATE C: 
Applicable where the customer elects to pravide both Company-controlled lntero 
ruptible Load and Customer-Controlled Interruptible Load. 

The net billing determined under Schedule No. TOU-8 will be madified as follows: 

1. The Billing Demand. may nat· be less than the sum of Firm Service and the 
Company-controlled Interruptible Load. 

2. The net billing determined undllf' Schedule No. TOU-8 will be reduced QS 

followsa · 

For each kW of Company-controlled Interruptible· Load ..• :..... 3.00 

for each kW of the maximum on-peak demand less the sum of the Firm 
Service and the Company-controlled Interruptible Load--------·--- 2.50 

If the maximum on-peak demand is less than the sum of th·e Firm Service 
and the Company-controlled Interruptible Load, the reduction in billing will 
be limited to the maximum demand minus the Firm Service times $3.00 
per kilowatt. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. Firm Service: F"um Service is the maximum demand which the Compuy is expected to supply during 
periods when the Compaay has ca!led for illterruptible load to be discoaaected from the Compaay's liaes. Firm Service 
shall be specified by the customer. Increases ill Firm Service may be made ao more often thaa oace per. year aad thea 
oaly whea the customer has made a bona fide addition of load. Such changes ia Firm Service are subject to the approval 
oi the Comttany. . 

(Conti-dl 

(To be iasemc! by utility) Iuuec! blbrr----·-----­ . (To l:e i:ucit::c! l:>y Cal. P.U.C.) 

Advice Letter No. 478-E Edward A. Myers, Jr. Date Filed Dec~ber 27, 1978 · 

Deo.s1on No. 39711 __ _;.. ___ _ 
Vice President 

Titie 
Resolution No. 

~~~~---~-----
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Revised CaL P.U.C. Sheet No. '150-E SOUTHERN CAUFORNJA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead, California 91770 

Cancelling Original Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 4870-E 

Schedule No. TOU-8-1 

GENERAL SERVICE-LARGE-INTeRRUPTIBLE 
(Continued) 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS (Continued) 

2. Company-controlled Interruptible load: Such interruptible load is that iacremeat of the customer's 
maximum demaud, occurring durin!( any Period of Interruption that is ill excesa of the customer's Firm. Service require­
ments. and which the customer agrees shaD be discouected from the Company's lilies upon notice by the Company. 
Such iaterruptible load shaD be specified by the customer, and iaitial load and subsequeat changes shaD be approved 
by the Compuy. 

3. Customer-controlled Interruptible Load: Such iaterrupti'ble load is that iacremeat of the customer's 
maximum demand, occurrillg duriDI' any Period of Interruption that is ia excess of the customer's F'um Service 
reqairemeats. and which the customer alfl'ees shall be discouected by the customer from the Company's lilies upon 
notice b:r the Company. Such iaterruptible load shaD be specified by the customer, and iaitial load and subsequeat 
challges shaD be approved by the Company. 

4. Notice of Interruption: The Company will !five the customer not less than tea millutes notice before 
iaterruptiom of the Company-controlled Interruptible Load and will gin the customer not less than 30 minutes notice 
before interruption of the Castomer-controUed Interruptible Load is to be required. The Company will notify the 
customer at the ead of the Period of Interruption uder this schedule. 

S. Period of Interruption: Any Period of Interruption under this schedule will occur during the on·peak and 
mid-peak periods specified ill Schedule No. TOU-8 when, ill the Company's sole judgmeat, the next-to-last available 
major combWition turbiae ~erator otherwise would be required to be opera.ted. 

6. Ownership and Control of Facilities: Communicatio11, meteriag, and interrupting facilities, as specified 
by the Company, will be U..talled, owned, and maiatailled in accordance with Company specifications at customer's 
expense, illcludillc such facilities not located on the customer's property. Sach facilities will be under. operational 
control of the Company without intervention by the cuatomer unlesa otherwise specified by the Company. 

Such commaaicatioas and interrupting facilities may include, but wiD not be limited to, the foUowillc: 
a. Necessary facilities betweea the castomer aad the Company to provide notice of iaterntptioa by sipal. 

b. Equipment to permit remote and automatic discouection by the Company. 

Where feasible, aad upon written request of the castomer, the Company wiU, at the sole expense of the castomer, 
provide data which caa be utilized by the customer's load control equipment. 

7. Excess Demand: The Maximum Demand occurring durin&' each Period of Interruption during any billing 
period which ~ ill excess of Fum Service shaD be considered Ex.cesa Demand. · 

8. Charges for Excess Demand: During the first billing period ill which interruption is called for, Excess 
Demand will be multiplied by $3.00 per la1owatt under Rates A aad C. by.$2.SO per kilowatt under Rate B. aad the 
product added ta the customer's billing. Thereafter, any Excess Demand will be charl(ed on the following schedule: 

After the first billing period ill which interruption is called for, for the lirst Period of Interruption during 
which the customer mears aa Excess Demand, such Excess Demand is ta be multiplied by $20.00 per kilowatt 
aad the product added to the customer's billing. For the second Period of Interruption clurillg which the 
customer incurs an Excess Demand, reprdlesa of the billing period, such Ex.cesa Demand is to be multiplied 
by $40.00 per kilowatt and the product added to the customer's billing. For the third aad all subsequent 
Periods of Interraption during which the castomer incurs aa Excess Demand, regudleslt of the billing 
period, such Excess Demand is to be multiplied by $80.00 per kilowatt and the product added to the 
customer's billing. 
The prolfl'elsively increasing charge will recycle to $20.00 per kilowatt after three regular billing periods in 
which interruptions are called for if no Excess Demand is recorded. 

9. Contracts: A contract is required for service 1111der this schedule. During the iaitial year of service the 
customer may termillate service under this schedule upon not less thaa 30 days written notice to the Company. After 
the initial year not less than five years notice to modify or terminate service under this schedule will be required. A 
customer may not obtain interruptible service within three years following termination oi interruptible service under 
this schedule. 

· (To be· iAacrrcci br utilirr l _____ Issued br (To be insc=d br Cal. P.U.C.) 

~dvice Letter No. 478-E Edward A. Myers, Jr. · · Date Filed December 27, 1978 
-----------------~~~--------

D~ ~~~~~==~---------------------------~rffia-~.;·~-======~I==R=~~~·rn~t·~,_cy~7~=====------ C:ClSlOa llii'O. S97ii bti=a•"' r=-=-r • -'Y"-

Vice President 
Resolution No. ------------Title 




