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Question 18.05:

Page A1-40 of SCE’s comments on the Draft EIR recommend changing the costs for 
Alternatives C1 and D1 identified in Table 5-3 from $100 to $120 million to $120 to $150 
million. The cost amounts presented in Draft EIR Table 5-3 are based on the direct costs with 
contingencies from SCE’s
response to CPUC Data Request 16, Question 10 (Attachment 1 of 1) with battery revenue 
amounts identified in SCE’s response to CPUC Data Request 16, Question 12 (Attachment 2 of 
2), subtracted from the total amounts, plus an addition of $1.7 million to represent the 
undergrounding that would
be associated with Alternative C1. Please include an analysis of how the recommended revised 
costs were calculated, including how energy revenues that would result from the battery are 
handled.

Response to Question 18.05:

In SCE's comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report,  SCE stated that Alternatives C1 
and D1 are estimated to range from $120 to $150M (see DEIR comments dated July 20, 2018, at 
page A1-40).  Subsequent to SCE's response to CPUC Data Request 16 Question 10 (attachment 
1 of 1), SCE refined the cost estimate to capture the following changes: 1) undergrounding 0.4mi 
of subtransmission line, 2) adding a second telecom route due to elimination of a source line, 3) 
increase in the corporate security estimate to an appropriate level, and 4) assumed Real 
Properties and Environmental cost the same as proposed project.  The impact to the cost estimate 
ranges from $9 to $10M higher for each Battery alternative.  The break down of the cost impact 
is shown in the next table (below).   
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The cost roll-up for each battery alternative is presented in the following table.
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While SCE had not previously considered the details of how energy revenues that might result 
from a battery installation on this project would be handled from a ratemaking perspective, it 
seems reasonable to assume that such revenues would be netted against the cost of the batteries 
and used to reduce the “net cost” that is ultimately recovered from customers. The battery 
storage solution under review and analysis for the Circle City project appears to fit within what 
the CPUC considers "dual-use" energy storage (i.e., storage that serves a reliability function and 
has a potential opportunity to earn revenues as well). Pursuant to D.14-10-045 and D.15-11-041, 
any revenues that the dual-use batteries earn would be netted against the cost of the batteries and 
the "net cost" is recovered from customers through the appropriate balancing account based on 
the service/regulatory function provided. Because the Circle City project will obviate the need 
for a new substation, the net costs should be recovered through the Distribution Base Revenue 
Requirement Balancing Account ("BRRBA"). Specifically, SCE would request and receive 
authorization for the capital costs associated with the battery installation(s) in its General Rate 
Case ("GRC") proceedings and those GRC-approved costs would be recorded in the Distribution 
BRRBA, and SCE would record the annual revenues the batteries earn as a credit to the 
Distribution BRRBA.  These activities would be reviewed annually in SCE’s Energy Resource 
Recovery Account Review of Operations proceeding.

Draft EIR Table 5-3 is entitled "Construction Cost Estimates for the Proposed Project and 
Environmentally Superior Alternative".  As such, SCE recommends that the data in the table be 
limited to just capital construction costs.  The footnote could be used to indicate that a portion of 
the capital cost recovery would be offset by the revenue that the battery would generate by 
providing ancillary services when the battery was not supporting the grid reliability function.
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