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QUESTION 1:

1. Please answer the following questions about the testimony of Jeff Huang on behalf of SoCalGas and SDG&E (circulated November 11, 2011 and later updated) and the updated gas throughput forecast that SoCalGas and SDG&E circulated to the parties in this case on January 4, 2013.
a. Please list and briefly discuss the principal factors that SoCalGas and SDG&E believe account for the lower electric generation (EG) throughput forecast in the January 4 forecast, compared to the November 11, 2011 EG forecast.

b. Mr. Huang’s original EG throughput forecast assumed that the costs for GHG allowances would be assessed on all generation in the Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC) – see pages 4-5.  Does the January 4 forecast assume that only California generators would be assessed GHG allowance costs beginning in 2013, and does this have a significant impact on the resulting forecast?

c. Have SoCalGas and SDG&E quantified, or can you quantify, the impact on the January 4 EG throughout forecast of the initiation of GHG cap & trade regulation only in California in 2013, compared to the assumption of WECC-wide GHG regulations in the November 11, 2011 EG forecast?

d. Please provide the differences in 2013-2015 in the amount of electric power assumed to be imported into California from outside of the state, between the two EG throughout forecasts referenced above.

e. Please provide the differences in 2013-2015 in the amount of renewable generation assumed to be produced for the California electric market, between the two EG throughout forecasts referenced above.

f. Please provide the differences in 2013-2015 in the California electric demand forecasts, between the two EG throughout forecasts referenced above. 

RESPONSE 1:

a) Principal factors included: a) change in cap & trade system, b) lower electricity demand forecast, and c) changes in available generating resource assumptions. 

Cap & Trade: SoCalGas’ TCAP EG forecast reflected the GHG compliance costs assuming that all the states within Western Energy Coordinating Council (WECC) would participate. Since that time, California became the only state to proceed with a cap-and-trade system. 
Electricity Demand: The electricity demand forecast, used in the TCAP EG forecast, originated from the CEC’s Preliminary California Energy Demand 2012-2022 Forecast, dated August 2011. The CEC updated its forecast, namely the CEC Revised California Energy Demand 2012-2022 Forecast, in February 2012. The revised forecast showed California electricity demand approximately 1.6% (4,600 GWh per year) lower than the August 2011 forecast. [Similar to the TCAP’s electric demand forecast, the updated electric demand forecast was reduced to account for the incremental, uncommitted energy efficiency. Furthermore, the demand forecast was reduced to account for the incremental demand side combined heat and power (CHP), as recommended by the California Energy Commission.
Available Resources:  The 2012 CGR forecast incorporates the addition of six 100MW combustion turbines at the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), which will replace its aging Haynes Units #5 and #6 steam units. These quick start units allow LADWP to meet electric demand changes without needing to keep the less efficient steam units online even during periods of low electricity demand, thereby lowering the gas demand forecast.
The filed 2012 CGR EG forecast incorporated all the changes above, and the updated gas throughput forecast that SoCalGas and SDG&E circulated to the parties in this case on January 4, 2013, incorporated the filed 2012 CGR EG forecast. 
b) Starting in 2013, the 2012 CGR EG forecast included GHG compliance costs on all California fossil-fueled power plants and on energy import. The modeling change from WECC-wide to California-only cap & trade system decreased the EG gas demand forecast significantly because out-of-state power generators will not be subject to GHG compliance costs. These generators, especially coal power plants, can return to generate electricity at higher capacity factors without the added GHG compliance costs. The coal-fired power plants have almost twice the GHG compliance costs because they produce almost twice the amount of CO2 per MWh than the gas-fired power plants. Without the burden of GHG compliance costs, coal-fired power plants can produce more energy. 
c) SoCalGas did not quantify the impact on the 2012 CGR EG forecast, because California-only cap & trade system was the only option. However, SoCalGas did quantify the impact of WECC-wide GHG regulation versus California cap & trade regulation on the TCAP EG forecast. The change in GHG regulation decreased the forecasted annual average (2013-2015) gas throughput by about 9 MMDth per year. 
d) See table below.
	
	Net Import Energy (GWh)
	

	Year
	TCAP
	2012 CGR
	Delta

	2013
	             68,710 
	           76,302 
	          7,592 

	2014
	             63,727 
	           71,547 
	          7,820 

	2015
	             63,297 
	           71,494 
	          8,197 


e) See table below.
	
	California In-State Renewables (GWh)

	Year
	TCAP
	2012 CGR
	Delta

	2013
	             48,348 
	           47,957 
	            (391)

	2014
	             56,265 
	           54,891 
	        (1,373)

	2015
	             60,874 
	           58,951 
	        (1,923)


f) See table below.
	
	Net Energy Load (GWh)
	

	Year
	TCAP
	2012 CGR
	Delta

	2013
	           293,537 
	         288,178 
	        (5,360)

	2014
	           297,157 
	         291,099 
	        (6,058)

	2015
	           300,604 
	         293,698 
	        (6,906)
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