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1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512 

Dear Commission: 

n 

DOCKET 
03-

RECD. HAY 2 5 ZDIJ1 

Re: Southern California Edison's Responses to Questions for the May 21 , 2007 
Workshop of"Feed-In' Tariffs for Renewable Energy 

Southern California Edison (Edison) would like to provide the enclosed Responses to the Questions for 
the May 21,2007 Workshop on "Feed-In" Ta1iffs for Renewable Energy. At the May 21,2007 
workshop, Edison was requested by the Commission to submit grid generation queue information. 
Therefore, Edison is also enclosing a chart entitled, "The California ISO Controlled Grid Generation 
Queue." Edison proposes that the Commission conduct a workshop with CAISO and various 
stakeholders-- CEC, CPUC, utilities, and generators- to discuss congestion issues with the queue, and 
to determine possible solutions to expedite the process. Edison currently has approximately 36,000 
MW in the interconnection queue, of which approximately 21,000 MW are renewable sources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide the Commission our comments. If you have any questions, 
please call me at (916) 441-2369. 

Enclosures 

cc: Lonaine White 
Bill Knox 

Sincerely, 

Manuel Alvarez 



Southern California Edison's Responses to 

ATIACHMENT A 

Questions for May,21, 2007 
Workshop on ''Feed-In" Tariffs for Renewable Energy 

(Docket Nos. 06-IEP-lc and 03-RPS-1078) 

The 2007 IEPR Committee is asking that parties address the following questions in their verbal and/or 
written comments for this workshop: 

1. To encourage additional renewable energy development, explain whether and why you support: 

a. Creating California renewable feed-in tariff (or tariffs) instead of an RPS in the 2011-2020 time 
period. 

b. Creating feed-in tariffs as a complement to an RPS in the 2011-2020 time period. 
c. Developing feed-in tariffs or similar incentives as part of the current RPS Qrogram to meet 

201 0 targets. 
d. None of the above. 

Todqy s ..R.PS is a market based system thai has resulled in robust competition both in temts o/ 
technology and pn'ces. The competitive btd process is mutually bentfi'cial for both the buyer 
and sellet; as evtdenced by SC.Es procurement if more than /.J billion klf'h if renewable 
enew. The process is.Jlexible and continues to produce long-lemt, cost-ijji?Ctive bids with 
minimal impact to retail enew rates. 

Howevet; the cu.~mnt ..R.PS program has limitations for small-scale generalor.Y thai wan/to 
interconnect but find il cost-prohibitive to partictjJate. And power producers under/ M If' have 
even ftwer options becattse they /all below the size limitation for soh'citations (bids are h'mited 
to/ Mlf' and above). A fled-in tan/fwould eh'minate the administrative burdens anti i/ 
interconnected to the distn'bution system, mqyreduce interconnection burdens for these 
producer.J; and conln'bute toward meeting the 2(}/(} ..R.PS god 

A !this point in time; afted-in tanff' could be focused only on smaller renewable pfo/'ecls if 
5Mif' or less- especially given the minimal impacts to an already congested queue. Ebr broader 
renewable goals- ij}Orts should be focused on addressing existing transmission consttuints and 
interconnection poh'ct'es- wht'ch continue to be the btggest banier to bn'nging additional 
renewables on-h'ne. 

Please answer the following questions for the policy option you selected in question 1: 

2. The 2(}(}6 .IE.P..R lj;date noted that feed-in tariffs have contributed significantly to impressive levels 
of renewable energy development in Germany, Denmark, and Spain and recommended similar 
policies for California. Is any updated information available on the disadvantages and benefits of 
using feed-in tariffs in California for renewable energy? 



Ovem!t fted-in tanffi can be flexible and can be stmctured to meet the desired outcome­
ta;geling specific sizes and locations.. encouraging technology growt4 or meeting emissioi1S 
of!jectives. .Ft!J!ment is directly tied to pefonnance_ buttanffi in Europe have not yet demonstmted 
whether greater pefonnance reqztimments am needed /or contiJtued mainlenance if plants. !Fit tie 
!he generator is only paid for the amount o/ /c !Fit produced the disadvantage is that 110 coJttmctual 
obbgation exists for !oJtg-tenn genemlor.Y lo maintain equipment. 

.Fefonnance standtmis; efficiencies.. and delivery cqos should be coi1Stdered in the dest;g11 if any 
fted-tit tanff. Suslmitabilily is an issue_ and with any ge11eration ills importanl to COI1Staer destgns 
that wtl! pmvent i11vestment from betitg made and abandoned or not properly mmittmited /n .btdia, 
for example_ mtllty wtitd p!tlltls were not mmittatited or repmred resu!ttitg ill miminal productkm if 
e!ecln'cily ay compared to cqoacity. Simtlar expen't?Jtce hay talceJt place tit wtitd locations tit 
Cai(/Omia ay a result if the Standard Qffir program tit the /9J'Os. Sztslmitabi!ily is a lcey /actor to 
ensum success if a./eed-tit tanff regam'!ess qftlte ol?Jeclive. .Fefonnance standards ltetjJ to aYsttre 
such szlS'tmitabi!ily. 

3. In support of meeting the goal of33 percent by 2020, what lessons from feed-in tariffs in Europe 
should be applied to development of feed-in tariffs in California? What lessons, if any, from 
California's experience with standard offer contracts should be appbed? 

The fir.Yt question to tl.JtSwer ts whether fted-tit tanffi ai-e metlltllo be a complement or a substitztle 
for Cai(/Omia s /?.FS program. !/mean/to be a substitute_ the nature if the competitive mar/eel tit 
Cai(/Omia should dictate how the fted-tit ltll!ffsltou!d be stmctured .f/tlte retml mar/celts . 
competitive, then the renewable mar/eel sltozt!d also be competitive. The other possibi!ily ts for the 
fted-tit tanffto be fi~~tded through a tax or a c::ha.Jge on wires to be eqzta!tzed across all ratept?J/er.Y. 
Oennany is an example if a deregulated mar/cettltat Jay qopmpliately spmad costs to all user.s; 
removtitg the burdeJt ftom areaY if coJtceJtlrated renewab!es. Cost recovel)lneeds to be equitably 
qop!ted to a!! beJtifl!Iitg customer.Y and guaranteed for re11ewab!e buyer.Y. 

Preventing over.YubscnjJtioJt also needs to be consttlered The early implementation o/ .FO.F/?A 
genemted a ltUge volume qfpr(!/ects tit a short pen'od q/ttine. However the result way 
ove!YubscnjJtion if pro/eels through Standanf Qffer coJttracls at above marlcet pn'ces, some if 
which SC£ are sit!! Pt?Yiitg todt?J/. A!! situatt'ons and tecltno!ogtes are d!(jeren;; and standard qf/eiY 
do 1101 mcogntze these titdivtdual d!fj'ereJtces. !Fiti!e standard qfjercontracts provttle tenns and 
pn'ctitg mecltantsms that eveJyoJte undei:Stands_ they are i'!/lexib!e and do 1101 allow for market 
fluctuatioJts tit pn'ce. 

4. What are the mechanics for determining the appropriate tariff(s)? 

a. How would the tarifflevel(s) be determined? What are the relevant data points? 

.Fnces should be tied to wholesale mar/eel pn'ces 1it somefayltt'on., with a we!! under.Ytood 
premium if one ts deemed Jtecesstll)l. 

b. Is a single tariff for all renewable technologies appropriate, or should there be distinct tariff 
levels for individual technologies, project sizes, geographical areas (for example, based on the 
quality of the wind resource), or other factors? · 



Should any tan.ffi be developed they must be di/}(?rentiated based on s1ze at a minimum . 
.Di/}(?rentpe'.fbmtance standanif should be required depending on the s1ze_ and resulting 
renewable credits and emission pe'.fbmtance ben~/its held by the utility for the ben¢1 q/the 
customer.y paying for the power. 

c. Should tariffs be specific to renewable facilities/technologies within California, or should they 
be determined comprehensively based on national and international data and experience? 

The response to this question depends on the putpose qj/he tanff The European increases in 
renewab/es are a result o/ /ong-temt, stable policy combined with other elements including tar 
incentives, production subsidies, financing options, green cel1{/ications, and other incentives. 
Any tmt/7 designed for Calf/omia should be based on the specific goals q/the State (emissions 
reductions, growth o/ emerging technologies, oppol1unities for small power producer.s_ etc) 
and coupled as necess(l.1')0 with other incentives or cppropn'ate mechanisms. 

/ntemts q/stmcture_ afondamental question to consider is whether the State wants a mar/eel­
based system or an administrative-based system for renewab/es. [I we move to retail 
competition_ a marlcet based system creates competition in pnces, technology and '!/llciencies, 
and the fonding mechanism is already in place. [I an administratiJ;e/y priced 'must-talce" 
program is implemented on behaf/ q/Ca/f/omia, the costs q/the program should be ccptured 

· adminl.rtrative(y through tares or charges at the distn'bution system. 

d. How and on what schedule should the tariff(s) be updated? Is there enough flexibility in the 
state regulatory process to allow for updates in a timely way? 

Tanffi should/of/ow wholesale mt7dcetpnces. [pdates should occur to assure this goal is mel. 
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