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PETITION OF ENRON CORP.
TO MODIFY DECISION 00-10-048

	Pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 1708 and Rule 47 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, Enron Corp.[footnoteRef:2] hereby files this Petition for Modification of Decision 00-010-048 issued on October 19, 2000. [2:  	Enron Corp. was an interested party in San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s Second Annual Transition Cost Proceeding. ] 

I.
INTRODUCTION
	In Decision 00-10-48, the Commission, among other things, authorized San Diego Gas & Electric Company (“SDG&E”) to set its Competition Transition Charge (“CTC”) revenue requirement for the year 2001 at $115 million.  The Commission’s decision on this matter was premised upon Record Exhibit 19, SDG&E’s Additional Direct Testimony, dated April 27, 2000.  That Testimony, specifically Attachment A thereto, showed a derivation of SDG&E’s 2001 CTC revenue requirement equating to $115 million.  SDG&E stated that “this amount reflects the 12-month forecast of SDG&E’s above market cost for the calendar year 2001, including ongoing cost associated with Qualifying Facilities, Portland General Electric and Public Service of New Mexico purchase power contracts, and SONGS 2 & 3 ICIP.”[footnoteRef:3]  SDG&E further stated that the 2001 revenue requirement “reflects the 12 month amortization of the projected balance in the TCBA at December 31, 2000.”[footnoteRef:4]  While these forecasts may have been reasonable when made, as demonstrated below, events of the past few months in electric wholesale market have rendered them completely erroneous.  Accordingly, SDG&E’s CTC revenue requirement, as adopted in Commission Decision 00-10-048, must be modified to more accurately reflect its on-going transition cost obligation in 2001.   [3:  	Additional Direct Testimony, A. 99-09-011 (April 27, 2000) Chapter I, p. 2 (emphasis added).]  [4:  	Id.] 

II.
ARGUMENT
	The $115 million CTC revenue requirement approved by the Commission for SDG&E in 2001, was grounded in the following forecasts of above market costs for SDG&E’s remaining generating assets:[footnoteRef:5] [5:  	Id., Attachment A.] 

		SONGS ICIP		     $	38.9 million
		QFs				34.2 million
		PGE/PNM			35.9 million
		Admin. Costs			 1.8 million
		12/31/00 Balance		 5.9 million
These forecasts, made in April of 2000, predated the changes that were experienced in the California wholesale electric market over the past six months.  These changes, for example, caused SDG&E to over collect its 2000 CTC revenue requirement by $100 million as of August 1, 2000.  As stated in Commission Decision 00-08-021:
Because the commodity prices exceeded the fixed prices for energy of SDG&E’s portion of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) (determined to be approximately 4.3 cent per kilowatt hour) SONGS energy has generated higher revenues than anticipated.  Similarly, expense (or above market costs) and revenues are calculated for SDG&E’s Qualifying Facilities (QF) contracts and its long-term contracts with Portland General electric and Public Service of New Mexico.  The Competition Transition Charge (CTC) rate component was set for 2000 using certain PX forecasts that have turned out to be lower than actual PX prices. There are no above market costs for these power purchase contracts for this time frame and this results in accrued revenue to offset transition costs. [footnoteRef:6] [6:  	See Decision 00-08-021, mimeo, at pp. 6-7.] 


Thus, one of the components upon which SDG&E forecasted its 2001 CTC revenue requirement – a $5.9 million under-collection in the TCBA as of the end of 2000 -- will not materialize.[footnoteRef:7]  The TCBA over-collection in which SDG&E was experiencing this summer has continued, as illustrated by SDG&E’s response to an October 5, 2000 data request of the Commission.[footnoteRef:8]  There is no longer a valid basis for assuming a $5.9 million under-collection (or any under-collection) for year 2000 to be amortized into the 2001 CTC revenue requirement. [7:  	Through Decision 00-08-021 (Ordering Paragraph No. 2), the Commission approved SDG&E Advice Letter 1237-E wherein it sought the authority to amortize an approximate $100 million TCBA overcollection to all customers over a 2 month period commencing on August 1, 2000.]  [8:  	See SDG&E Initial Response to ALJ Ruling of October 5, 2000 Requesting Information A.99-01-019, et al. (October 16, 2000), Response 1.b.  ] 

	Similarly, the remainder of SDG&E’s forecast of above market costs for its remaining generation assets has been negated by SDG&E’s recent filing in its Third Annual Transition Cost Proceeding (A. 00-10-008).  In testimony submitted in that proceeding on October 2, 2000, SDG&E projected, as of year end 2001, an over-collection of $229 million in its TCBA associated with its ongoing operation of its remaining generation assets – an amount that is approximately double its authorized revenue requirement for that year.[footnoteRef:9]   [9:  	See Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company in the Third Annual Transition Cost Proceeding,  Prepared Testimony, Volume I, Chptr. VIII, Attachment A. ] 
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