Decision No. 78186 : . RH @B N & {‘-:;:/rj;';‘: ‘
BEFORE THE PUBLIC-UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STA:E OF CALIFORNIAE€’L

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND )
ELECTRIC CQMPANY for euthority, )
among other things, %o increase ). Applicacion No. 51552
its rates and charges for o ;, (Filed December 15 1969)
electric service. | 3 | o

)

(Electrie)

(Apoearanoes are‘listed“in Appepdix,A)‘ﬁj

9] P INION

The applicant Pacific Gas andf?lectric Company (Lereinafter “
sometimes called PCandE) filed 1ts epplication for authority to
increase itc Tates for electric service on December’ lS 1969._ Ar o
technical amendment to correct clerical errors was filed December 31,
3969. The proposed changes in rate schedule° suoject to this Com-\l*
mission's juriodrction.according to- the application would‘produce
gross operating revenues of $778-296 000 during the test year 1970
an increase of $67, 437 000 over groso operating revenLes at present ‘
rates, and & rate of returm of 7.BOZ on a deprecrated rate base Or‘~i“
$2,752,242, 000. R |

Altogether 47 days of hearing were held before aosigned
Commissloner Mbran, oommisoioner Sturgeoe and/or Examine- C_ine of |
which 42 deys were in San Francisco, two dzys. in Mon.erey and orc
each in Fresno, Eureka and Red Bluff. Some 118 exhibits were intro-_‘
duced into evidence, ‘and there were 5, 931 pages of c"anocrip.. ﬂbur-
teen opening briefs were filed on or beforc Sep embe* 22, 1970 |
the following parties: o

1. Pecific Gas and Electric Compeny (PGandE}
2. Comission staff (Staff). |
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1.
2.

3.
4.
S.

Ilssues

ms

The California Farm Bureau Federgtién (ﬁarm.Bﬁtéa¢)Qf~”
Californifa Laboxr Federatiom (AFL-QIO);

California Manufacturers Association,(dMA).

Californta Rural Legal Assistance (CRLA).

City and County of San Francisco (San Francisco).

Assoclation of California Consumers ‘ S

California Farmer-Consumer Information Committee

Consumers Cooperative of Berkeley, Inc.

Consumers Cooperative Society of Palo Alto, Inc.

California State Council of Carpenters

Western Conference of Teamsters

U.A.W. Northern California Community Action Council

Northerm California District Couseil of I.L.W.U.

City of Fraemo :
(Consumer Ascociates).

Depaxtment of Defense and Other Exeéutive'Agehcies of
the United States of America (U.S. Government).f '

H. George Gexdes (Gerdes).
Kate Maremont Foundation {Maremont).
Northern Californiz Power Agency (NCPA).

City of Seaside, City of Gonzales and Castroville Chamber
of Commexce (Seaside, Gonzales and Castroville). |
South Lake Farms &nd other San‘JdaquthValley G:owers]
(Valley Growers). o o R

Five 61081“3 .briefsfwere f:’.le.d‘:pn or‘before QCtober | 5; '19‘70‘,?,
by the following: | o S

PGandE;

Staff

San Francisco.

ﬁnited States Government.

Valley Growers.

Thé matter was taken.under submissioﬁ;cﬁ\Octobéf‘S,'197G;f

The following issues‘haveﬁbeen‘raisedubyvtﬁefpaftiés‘§hd*f f‘

require resolution byvthe'Commtssién:
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Iv.

Whet is e fair and reasonable rate of return.f@t?”
PGandE's Electric Department for the test yeaxr
19702 \ , AR

To what extent, 1f any, should "Below theyLine"
expences be considered in arriving at a fair and
reasonable rate of return? o -

Wast sre fair and reasoncble estimates of oper-
ating veveaves at present rates and at proposed:
rates for PGandE's Electric Department for the
test year 19707 . -

Domestic Revenue~Est£mates?:
Commercial Revenue Estimates?
Industrial Revenue Estimates?
Agricultural Revenue Eétimates?“

Street Lighting Interdepartmental and
Other Revenue Estimates?

Is any adjustment in the revenue esti-
nates required by reason of nonjuris=
dictional services? L

G. Total Revenue Estimates?

Whet sre falr end reesonable estimates of oper=
ating expenses at present Tates and at proposed
rates for PGandE'™s Electric Depariment for the:
test year 19707 . ‘ :

A. Should £ull yesr, part year, or auy
treatment be given to 1970 wage in~.
creases in estimating operating
expenses? ‘ o

Administrative and Genmeral Expenses,
including Institutional Advertising?

Sales Expeﬁses,'including Related Ad-
vertising? | o ‘

1. Shouid any part of sales aeriCe'expenSes
be capitalized and fncluded in the :
rate base?

Sales Sexrvice and Sales Prombtion
Expenses, and Related Advertising’
Expense, as the components of Saies

Expense?

Producpion Expenses?

i

| -3~
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Customer Accounts Expenses?

Taxes?

-

Cther Operating Expenses - Tramnsmission, Distri-
bution and Deprecia:ion?

V. Results of Operetion during the test year 197C at
Present Rates and Additional Revenue Requirements.

VI. What rates should be authorized as f#ir-aﬁdffeasonf‘ .
sble for PGandE's Electxric Department based on the' - -
test year 19707 | I SR

A.  In General? | - |

i. PreltmiﬁaryStgtementNbf-S(a)Z‘

2. Preliminary Statement No. 72

3. Should-system rates be impunedftopthe ,
special rate situations &s proposed by
the staff? Rate Zoning?

4. Treatment of Rate Blocksz"

Domestic Rates?. -

Commercial‘Rateé?

Industrial Rates? "

Agricultural Rates?

Other‘Rates?

1. Interdepartmental?

2. State Water Project?

3. Schools? -
Supplemental Fringe?
Schedule No. P-87
Stxeet Lighting? :

Ames Reseaxrch Center and Stanford:
Linear Accelerator Center?

G. Summary of Authorized Increases in Rates
By Class of Service? -

VII. Should specisl rate treatment be established for
designated customer groups? ‘

A. The "Elderly™ and the SmallrUéér?*

b
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B. Certein housing projects such as those run
by The Maremont Foundation? .

Axe PGandE's employment practices discriminatory?
If they are, does cuch discrimination produce |
economic inefficlency? If it does, how should
this affect the relief sought in this proceeding?

Should PGandE's sctivities in relation to the pro-
posed incorporation of Castroville affect the relief
sought in this procceding? If so, how? '

Should PGandE‘s activities before Federal, State
end Local Govermmentsl Bodies on matters of direct
operating concern affect the relief sought in this
proceeding? If so, how? )

Jurisd{ctional Cost Allocation?

Is the request of Northern Califormia Power Agehcy
(NCPA) that the Commission persuade PGandE to =
implemgnt cooperative action with the Agency war-
ranted? _ - ,

What is‘a fair and‘reasonablevratefof‘return_fbr PGandE’s-
Electric Department for the test year 19702 T

The criteria to be employed in the determinaﬁioﬁ‘of a rate

of xeturn are well settled and are not dispu;éd;‘

In Blvefield Co. v. Public Sérvicefcommission; 262;&.3;
679, 692-3 (1923), the Supreme Court of the United States held:

"What annual rate of return will constitute just
compensation depends upon many circumstances and
must be determined by the exercise of a fair and
enlightened judgment, having regard to all rele-
vant facts. A public utility is entitled to such
rates as will permit it to earn a return on the
velue of the property which it employs for the
convenience of the public equal to that generally
being made at the same time and in the ceme genexal
part of the country on investments in other busi-
ness undertakings which are attended by corres~
ponding risks and uncertainties; but it has no
constitutional right to profits such as are
realized or anticipated in highly profitable.
enterprises or speculative ventures. The returm
should be reasonably sufficient to assure con-
fidence in the financlal soundmess of the utilicy,
and should be adequate under efficient and econom-
Zcal menegement, to maintain and cupport its
credit gnd enable it to raise the money necessary
for the proper discharge of its public duties. A
rate of return may be reasonable at ore time, and -
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become too high or too low by changes &ffecciﬁ”F
oppggtunggtesggor 1nvestmght¥vthe %oney market?
and business conditions generally.®

In Federal Power Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Company,
320 U.S. 591, 603 (1944), the Supreme Court said:

"The rate-making process under the Act, i.e., the
fixing of 'just and reasonable’ rates, involves
a balancing of the investor and the consumer’
interests... From the investor ar company point
of view, it is important that there be enough
reveaue not only for operating expenses but also
for the capital costs of business. These include
sexvice on debt aud dividends on the stock."

According to the evidehce’presented'by PGandE's Chief
Financial Officer a fair and reasonable range‘fof rgte of ie;urn,
would be 7.82 to 8.0%. The computation upon which this evidence is
based appears on page 2 of Exhibit 87 as follows: | |

. Weighted Cost .
Withhkatekofgketurnlhf ‘

Capital ’ _ - On_Common  Equity
Ratios Cost ‘ 2o2h o 130l

Bonds COSBEL 4981 2.67% . 2.67h
Preferred Stock 9.4 549 0.2 o052
Common Equity 37.0 - : “§Q63%5  ,i;4fg;§’j":‘“

Total 100.0%  nem . g0

The vecommended rate of return on rate base and the result-
ing rate of return on common equity of the stafffénd5varIQu$;othef

parties to the proceeding are as follows:

Recommended . Resulting ..
Rate of Return Rate of Return
On Rate Base. On Common Equity*
Staff 7.2%, ©10.84%
AFL~CIO . , 7.1 ‘ 10.57
U.S. Goveroment 7.0 S 10.30-

Gerdes 6.7 o 9.49
Consumexr Associlates 6.62 927 -

* Note: The resulting rates of return on common
equity shown above assume embedded costs of
bonds and preferred stock and capitalization
Tatios as shown in Exhibit 87, p.2. C

-6~
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The cost of PGandE's new-debt;capital~hasv1nereaoede$ootvy
90% in the last ten years - from aooutv4-3/4% io‘1966*toedoout Qi:i |
in 1970. Also PGandE's embedded cost of debt capital has" risen from,
3.447% 1n 1960 to 4.76% {n 1970, or about 38%, end w:Lll continue to _'
rise until interest rates on. new‘debt issues used to refund maturing,m
debt f£alls below the interest rate on the maturing debc which now
is about 3% and the interest rates. on debt issues for new-plant falls"' o
below the embedded cost of. debt of 4. 76%. | | i '

With the embedded cost of debt increasiﬁg; even.if'the;rate‘

of return on rate base remains constant, the ‘rate of return on common'

equity declines. Since 1967 PGandE's return on average'common equity_, SRR

has declined as follows: ,
1967. 12.4%.
1968 - 12.0%
1969 . - 1l.6%
1970(June) o 11.0%

As shown in Exhibit 87 p- 3, the continuing decline in L
rate of return on common equity and the—Increase in’ the embedded cost*;"
of debt has reduced PGandE’s bond - ‘Interest coverage as follows- r,‘r‘]

| Times Interes t Earned
Before and:After. - [
FederaI Income Taxes
3 ,-_:-3.4;;:,;: S
1970 (Juze) 34 ' *“2”8“ ‘ . ,

PGandE’° Chief Financial Officer testified.that the declin-~”d
ing bond interest coverages threaten PGandE's<Aa bond rating and its‘
ability to raise debt capital at reasonable cost.‘ He pointed out tbat
‘the need for adequate bond interest coverage takea on added importance _
because PGandE will be required to ralse over. $1-l/4 billion.of ex-

ternal capital.dqring,the five-year period from_L97Q‘throdghal974._
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He further pointed -out that since 1966 when the'rapid riee\
in the cost of money began,.: PGandE's dividend increases have' not kePt"‘
pace with the increasing cost of momey. As shown in the following .
table prepaxed from Exhibit 87, p. 14, increases in dividends have
only roughly matched the. 1ncreases ia the common- equity owners’ £n-9

vestment-

o : : Effeotive'
Per_Common Share Book - Rate of Néw-
Year Book Value Div. Paid ‘Yield S Bond Issues

1965 18.11 1.175

1966 19.15 '1.275

1967 20.24 1.375

1968 21. 23 1.425

1969 22 1.500 6.7
1970(Jwme) 22.91 ./ 1. 500 6. 6‘

The—following table prepared from: Exhibit 87 ppx 3 and A
shows that PGandE's return on its common’ equity has noc kept paceV'

with the increasing cost of money.

' ’Effective Rate
Rate of Returnm on - oon

Average Common Equity New Bond: Issues

1967 12.4% - C7.0%
1968 12.0 '6"'-8":_‘-9‘_ :
1969 11.6 8.9
1970(June) © o 11.0 o ;s;zgw

Year

In support of the 12.5 = 13 0% rate of recurn on common"'
equity, PGandE's Chief Financial Officer compared this range with thec'
Tates of return on common equity earned by the 15 laxgest combinationfo
ges and electric utilities outside Californis and the 50 larseSt | ,
electric and combinatinn utilit:ies Lo the United States. The averages“
appear in Exhibit 87  PP- 9-10 and are set forth below. o

Average Rate of Return on “Common. Equity
15 Combingtion 50 Eleetric and.

Utilities Combination Utilities:

13.5% . 1.2 |

27 ug
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A rate of return of 12.5% on common equity would: produce |

about 3.0 times interest earned coverage after Federal income texes, a

and a rate of return of 13% on common equity‘would produce about‘3.1"‘
times interest earned coverage after Federal income taxes;‘

The staff financial witness testified that 1n his opinion‘i'
& rate of returnm in the range of 7. ZOA to 7.50% to. be applied to ant
original cost rate base for the electric operations of PGandE which'
are subject to the jurisdiction of this Commission.would be reason—
able. The staff in its brief urges. that s rate of return of 7‘2%_
be adopted as reasonable by the Commission.- The staff contends,that
such a rate of return will provide PGandE with the opportunity to
€arn & return on its investment commensurate—with that of other ,

enterprises having corresponding risks, it will assure confidence

in the fipancial integrity of the company enabling PGandE‘tovmaintain ‘
its credit and to attract capital, and it will provide the consumer
with the best possible service gt the lowest possible prioe.ri;

Table 9 of Exhibit No. 33 shows:

Comparison of Return on Average Common Equity,
Return on Average Total Capital, and
Times Lorg-Term Debt Interest: Earned

S=Year Averages 1964-68

Pacific Gas . 8aCombInation*' oo S
and Electric . Gas & Electric 9 Electric -

Iltem —Compeny ' . _Utilities . Utﬂ':tties”'fi-;;-

Average Common o T
Equity Ratio 36.647 36;59%fo_,“g;, -

Return on Average = - . ”s"=f |

' Common Equity 11.74. 11.99

Return on Awerage | o N - «f;,f7

Ttmes,Lonngerm
-Debt Interest
Earned After
- Income Taxes
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In Table No. 10 of Exhibit Nb. 33 is set forth the trend of
earxrnings on awerage common equity for the five years 1964 through |
1968. The figures for the year 1969 which are in the record of thia
proceeding are added to the table below.

Trend - Earnings onnAwerage Common Equity
1964 ~ 196 T

Pacific Gas 8 Combination . |
and Electric Gas & Electric ~ 9:Electric
Company - Utilicies .. Utilitles -

1l. OSZ, "111 76% L
- ll.54 o 12,18
S 1l.72 . - 12 23
12.38 o 12.24
12.03 - 11.64~
11.59 11 38

Table No. 1l of Exhibit No. 33 sets forth the crend and

related index of earnings on average total Capital for theAfive Years o }

1964 through 1968. The figures for 1969 have also been added 1in the  _
table below. | -

Trend - Earnings on Awerage Total Capital
1964 - 1

Pacific Gas. 8 Combination S |
and Electric Gas & Blectric 9 Electric
Year . COTDD@V‘ ‘ Utilities _ E Utilities L

1964 . 6.48% | ‘6.78/. R & 96/.
1965. 6.79 7.0 . o glogt
1966 6.89 7 ‘8L
1967 - 7.16 7.0 . 7.88"
1968 7.13 6.88 - 7.87
1969 7.07 | 6.98. . 7.83°

Below are lists of the fifceen.combination gas and electric5
utilities used by the PCGandE witness in his Exhibit No. 87 and the |
eight combination gas and electric utilities and the- niﬁe electric
utilities used by the staff witness in Exhibit No. 33.
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15 Combination Gas and Electric Utilities*f
Used by PGandE Witness.

Public Service Electric and Gas
Consumers Power
Niagara Mohawk Power
Philadelphia Electric
Northern States Power :
Baltimore Gas and Electric
Long Island Lighting
Northern Indiana Public Service
Wisconsin Electric Power
Cincinnati Gas and Electric

. Illinols Power ,
Public Service of Colorado
New York State Electric and Gas
Dayton Power and Light
Rochester Gas and Electric

8 Combination Gas and Electric Utilities
Used by Staff Witness

Baltimore Gas & Electric Co.
Consolidated Edison Co. of N.Y.
Consumers Power Co.

Niagara Mohawk Power

Northern States Power
Philadelphia Electric

Public Service Electric and Gas-
Virginia Electric and Power Co.

9 Electric Utilities
Used by Staff Witness

1. Commonwealth Edison Co.

2. Detroit Edison Co.

3. Duke Power Co.

4. TFlorida Power & Light Co.

S. Georgia Power Co. -

6. Houston Lighting and Power Co.
7. Ohio Edison Co.

8. Ohifo Power Co. '

9. Southern Calif. Edison Co.

The staff financial witness-testified that he considered
many items which f{nfluenced his exercise of informed judgment 1n the '
determination of g reasonable rate of return for PGandE. Those items
which he considered positively to increase his rate of return recomr‘f
mendation finclude (1) the company's capital structuxe,,(zﬁ the growth
potential in PGandE's service area; (3) the crend toward higher debc

cost, %) PGandE’s continuing_need for large amounts of external

-1‘1- 
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financing; (5) PGandE's downward trend iniinterest coverageﬁwand'(G)lf""'

the effect of continued inflation. Those items which\he considered
negatively to lower his rate of return recommendation include (7) the
size of PGandE; (8) competition as compared to a captive market for
PGandE's services; (9) essentiality of the product to. the public, |
(10) PGandE's general trend toward increasing internal financing, and
(11) the upward trend of PGandE's. earnings over the yeaxrs.

Table No. 28 of Exhibit No. 33 sets forth the rate of return
computed by the staff financial witness aasuming various.earnings on’-o
common equity ranging from 9.07% to 13.0%. ThoselforﬂlOQSZﬁtojl2.5Z1c
are shown in the table'belov; o 1:“’f;‘;il :i -
| I Weighted Cost with Rate of

Item “Ritics Facter IUSOLTLOB piviipini f"‘ |
Bonds 53.68%  4.95%  2.66 2.66  2.66 266 2.66

Preferred Stock 8.94  5.30 A7 AT W4T WT W4T
Common Equity 37.38 : 3.92 4.11 4.30 4497 4. 67.

Toral T0O.007 70N TG 77"4'577‘3277"'6-8 /.i,;'ig"f‘;

PGandE contends that it does not gain 8 lower cost{ofi |
capltal by reason of its size and the great amounta of its security
offerings. PGandE's large construction program and its refunding
of outstanding securities require PGandE to make repeated offerings
of large amounts of additional ‘securities each. year. Investor g“ide'
lines restricting the smount. of their investments in any one type Of
industry and in any one company create aales resistance tovPGandE'
laxge securities offeringa. PGandE also. contends that the inclusion
of the largeat utilities in the staff*s list of comparable companies
results in the staff financial witnesa giving double recognition to

the size factor.

The staff pofnts out that PGandE has compounded its size

with its construction program which was considered as a positive item.~'
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The table on page 1l of Exhibit No. 87 lists PGandE as . the largest of S
the fifty largest utility companies. If measured by revenues, PGandE
is larger than the combined three utilities listed“in PGandE's 15 |
comparsbles. If measured by lavested capital, PGandE is~as large as'
the No. 1 and No. 2 utilities of the 15 comperables combined. The
staff witness testified "...that a large company is less risky than
& small company. In the process of becoming large‘it acquires‘att
degree of stability, its financing is-facilitatediand”it’is leSS _
susceptible to the 1ll effects of sudden fluctuations in business
conditions."” _ ;“ o

With respect to the negative factor competition as compared
to & captive market the staff witness testified that PGandE not only
enjoys exclusive distribution for its products in: its certificated
area but its competition with competing energy sources is substantial- :
ly reduced by the fact that it provides most of its. customers with a
choice between two of the main energy sources. .Im its brief PGandE
polints out that this condition exdsts with respect to eachnof the
eight combination gas and electric utilities which the staff witness
used for making comparisons with PGandE. i |

In 1its brief PGandE also points out that the negative factor
of .essentiality of the product to the public has been.teken into '
account through the inclusion of electric utilities’ selling the-same
type of service among the companies with which comparison\had been
made. The staff states inm its reply brief that with respect to-this
factor the staff is concerned. with the relationship between electric
utilities and other industries. o

The staff witness has coneidered the general trend‘toward
Increasing internal financing as a negative. factor. Table 4 of Exhi-‘
bit No. 33 shows thet the amount of funds avnilable from internel

~13-
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sources for PGandE's total financing has increased subscantially over

the past 20 years and {ts proportion of total financing has also
trended. upwnrd. .

PGandE in its brief points out that Exhibit No. 33, Table 4,

shows that for the past f£ive years, 1965-69, internal funds have |
accounted for 55.37% of total financing. The data furnished in.Exhi-’
bit No. 3, p. 4, by PGandE's finencial witness shows that the com-
parable figure for the five-year period 1970- 74 will be 48.34.
However, under cross-examination, PGandE's witness admitted that the
estimates for internal funds for the years 1970-74 were~based on»the

present rate of return and disregard any future increase which,may
be authorized by this Commission.

Table 10 and" Table 11 of Exhibit No. 33 show‘that PGandE'sjvf

earnings on common equity and on total capital increased eaeh.year
from 1964 to 1967 and in 1968 both dropped slightly., The staff
financial witness considered this trend of earnings as a negatrve |
factor. PGandE argues that consideration of the 1969 data should
change this factor to a positive factor. The staff financial witness
concluded after consideration of the 1969 earnings data that the
factor should still remain negative. . ‘

PGandE emphasizes in its brief the fact that of ‘the 15

combination companies used by its financial witness for comparison

with PGandE 13 have filed for or received rate relief. since-January 1, ‘."

1969. The staff response is that of the four- companies of" these 13 )
which received relief, the returns. found ‘to be reasonable vuried from‘_
6-95% to 7.3%. | o o
’In its brief AFL-CIO”pointS'out that PGandE's‘finenciai'
witness conceded that the gas operation of PGandE is riskier than ];
the electric operation. However, innApplication No. 50779 PGandE

~14~




A.51552 mb * -

sought a 7.5 percent rate of return’andiby‘ﬁecfsionﬁNoc~76655@f§suedf?};ff"

January 6, 1970, in Application No. 50779“the Conmission»oetermfned"‘
7.3 pexcent to be a reasonable rate of return This party also con-f‘
tends that evidence introduced by PGandE‘and the staff shows that
PGandE's decline in return on common.equrty'has.been less severe
than for other utilities. AFL-CIO urges,that PGandE should be |
authorized to have its rates establrshed at a level to’ permit it to.
earn a 7.1 percent return on original cost rate base. It is,urged
that such a return om rate base would (1) prov:de a return on common -
equity of nearly 11.0 percent, (2) warrant an increase in rates |
exceeding $47 million yearly, (3) maintaxn PGandE s financ131
credit ratings, (4) provide for the attraction of new capltal at
reasonable rates, and (5) recognize that the rrsk of PGandE‘
electric operations is less than that of the gas operations._

In its closmng.brref PGandE contends,tbat the rate of
return should be deterwmined on a- total company basfs rather than on'f
a departmental basis, aand that the rate of return of T 3 percent o

found f£air and reasonable for the test year 1969 inrthe recent

PGandE gas rate case reflected a faixr and reasonable rate of return’f.

for PGandE as a whole and not just for ‘the gas operatxons.
In its brxef San Francisco reviews the evidence regarding."
the rate of return submitted by PGandE the staff and the U S
Government. San Francisco agrees with the approach of the staff
financial witness but concurs with the U. S. Government as to 7 0
percent being a fair and reasonable rate of return o
In its brief Consumer Associates contends that PGandE has

failed to caerry its burdem of proof that‘it ietentitled;t973f?8t¢:,




A.51552 NB

increase. Reference is made to paragraph I\oEVthe spplicetionﬂf,

which reads as follows:

"PGandE requests authorization of neu'electrzc'

rates and charges which will increase its elec~. .

tric revenues about 9-1/27% to meet the increas-

ing‘costs of providing electric sexrvice." |
Consumer Associates clazms.that the evzdence in this proceeding showsf
that the costs of providing electric servnce are not increaszng, but
arxe at a pinnacle of their.hexghtvand_that stabmlity zs,the3most
xeasonable forecast for the future. | | | | | ‘

The application further sets forth tbat the cost of new
boad money has risen and states that the rate 1ncrease is necessary
in oxder to "attract investment in its equity securitles in the light~
of preseunt prevailing econcmic conditionms which are characcermzed by
high interest rates and continuing inflatxon." In this regard
Cousumer Associates contends that the evidence demonstrates that the
inflation is at its peak and that there 1s no- evidence that such |
inflation will continue into the future. o

Consumer Associates coutends that as costs are’ not goxng
to increase there is no baSIS for grant;ng‘an increase in rates and
that the Commission should adopt as reasonable the 6 62 percent . d
rate of returm for the year 1970 which :£1:‘.:|..s_est::.m.at‘:ed_th.sn:‘PG-:u'n:h:_._“i
will earn under existing rates. 73 j” | “ |

The Assistant'Professor of Economics who'testified*oni
behalf of Consumer Associates presented the vzew that the economy
may be heading znto a *ecession.at the present time. He test:fiedlt
that the Gross Natiomal Product reached its peak the third quartc* .
of 1969 and has been declznlng«the last few quarters. Unemployment
has been rising the last several months. He oomnted out however,

that one contrary statistic to the general downward trend is the

-6
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price for goods and services. HiS'conclndingLremarksfregerdingff‘

inflation are as follows (Trenscript 4809):
"I think there would be a lot of debate obout

whether or not we will be able to stop the infla-

tion completely within the foreseeable future,

but I think everyone agrees that inflation will

be able to be slowed down so that prices will be

riSing at a2 less rapid rate than they are today.

"And certainly if you teke & much longer point of

view, instead of just one or two years, people

expect the govermment to ultimately get this.

problem under control and return to a period like

we had in the early 60's of stable prices."

This witness for Consumer Associetes also testified thst,
interest rates are at an all-time high for. the Twentieth Century |
From a long range point of view he stated: that interest rates tend'r_jr'
to fluctuate around a rate of 3-1/2 to 4 percent The abnormally
high interest rates existing at the present time are the prOdLCt offf
the attitude of investoxrs: who have ‘come to~expect inflation and whof” |
are bidding up the price of borrowed capital. This witness ant ci-=°"
pates that as prices begin to staoilize the inflation components of«_”
the interest rates will begin to»fall, and interest rates will
declire. BHe anticipates. that the interest rates will return to a
5 ox 4 percent level within the next 10 or 15 years.-‘”

This witness for Consumer Associates testified that the
comparisons of PGandE's rates of *eturn on rate base and on.common
equity should be made not: with.those of othcr electric and combina- -
tion gas and electric utilities but with the "ates of return of
unregulated industries and of regulated industries which.have capital
investment requirements simijiex to those of PGandE other than clec-.
tric and combination gas and electric utilities. He pointed out
circular spiral which could result from a comparison of rates of

Teturn of other comparable regulated electric and combination gas
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and electric utilities. For example, if Nlagra Mohawk is granted a L
te inmcrease, such increase could be used to justify an 1ncreaqe in ;lj

PGandE's xates. ?GaudE's rate increase could then be used to Justl-lwg” 
fy a further increase in the rates of Nxagara Mbhawk etc

Acother witness of Consumer Associate who lslpreseutly
2 candidate for a Mbsters Degree in Buslness Adm;n.stracion at” o
Sen Framcisco State College, comcurred inm the circular spiral uheory” ‘
of the preceding witness. In the opxuion of this wlcneso PGandd can;]?:,VX‘
best be compaxred with automobile manufacturers and parts suppllers. ,f
In Exhibit No. 115 the 1965-69 S-year median annual rate of :e:urn
on equity of the 31 such compauzes llst8d is 12 & percent as compared
with 11.1 pexrcent for PGandE. For the 12-mon:h perlod endzng
December 31, 1969, the median for the aucomotzve 1ndustry was 11 0
percent, a figure identical to that of PGandE | |

The following table prepared from.Exhlbxt No.‘llS compares\‘
the rates of returs in the preced;ng peragraph wmth the rates o£

return for other 1uoustries.

Auuual Rate .sf-‘netm:‘oa Equity

Industrz

Automotive Products o 12 4% _
Aerospace and Defeunse ... %1
Aixlin cececencan cessen . 16.4
Chemioals srerscocennnann 12.9
Industrial Equipment .... 12.9
Nonferrous Metals. : , 13.5
Steel .iiiriiiiecanencnna 8.7
Surface Transportation .. 5.5
Utilities . 11.9

PGandE s RS 1‘
The fzuaneial wi*ness fo: the U. S. Governmeut empIOyed
ke ea*uings-price ratio (E/P) theory as the basas fol hls recom-'t*

mended rate ofrreturn on common equxty. The E/P theory 1s.that theb

cost of equity capmtal to a2 particular eompauy'ms the ratio of the

-~
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W

e
-

current earnings per share to the market‘pricefperlshare;- Using the S

pure E/P theory thils witness first arrived at 6. 50 pereent as.the

rate of return for PGandE on common equity, and then he made three

adjustwents. By evaluating the PGandE's‘common stock potential three‘ )

years hence the witness increased the 6. 50 percent to 7. 50 percent
He then made an adjustment of 10 percent in the E/P ratlo for cor—o;:
porate costs and pressure to arrive at 8. 333 percent as the recom--‘
mended rate of return oa equity, or 6. 21 percent as the rate o£
return on rate base. The 6.21 percent rate of return on.rate baseye
‘was further adjusted to 7. OO percent to account for'unforeseen c;r-f'e-

cumstances.,

PGaudE, in its brief, bas pointed outfthe*failacy"ofdnsing7' \ g

the E/P method to determine rate of return on an orlgnnal coet rate
base. Maony factors affect the price at whzcn the common stock of
a utility is sold on the market Ihe'rate of returnnwhxch a’ share-
holder receives on’ the market value of h;s stock ord;narily is not |
the same as the rate of return whlch he should be authorized to o
receive on the book value of his stock. o | f |
Mx. Gerdes, in h;s brief, contends that the'rate of returnlt'
for PGandE should closely—approximate the 3-year average yield K
- of long-term U. $. Treasury boads plus an allowance for reward of

excellence in management. The most recent 3-year average yzeld on

long-term U. S. Treasuxy bondstfor the years 1967-69 is. 5 40 percent._ jfdy

To this Mr. Gerdes has added 1.30 percent for excellence'of PGand?'

management to arrive at his recommended rate of return of 6 70 per- RRRR AR

cent. Mr. Gerdes joins in obgectlng,to the rate of return tesrxmonyj,

of the financial witness for PGendc and of the staff flnanclal .
witness because of the cxrcular spiral whieh.can result from,making -

comparisons with othexr comparable regulated ntilities.

E _lg__
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In its closing brief PGandE contends that che use of theu”5*r'
S-year historical average return on common equity by the staff
f£inancial witness does not properly indicate what PGandE should
earn in the future and that it is the function of the Federal Gov-“
ernment rather than this Commisuion to take the necessary-measures
to fight inflation. PGandE further points out;that_low earnmngsu-r'
are not conducive to good reliable service nor to¢ion“retes; end‘

that consumer interests equate with good utility service at reason--v

able rates.

The Commission finds tkat (1) the average return on. com— ’,/(0;”

mon equity for the 15 comblnatron ut )ities and 50 electric and N
combination utilities for the years 1°S7 1968‘end 1069‘range3vfron
12.7 to 13.5 perceat as set forta on pageu 9 to/lo oF Exh*bit No. 87
(2) the S-year sverage return on average conmon.cquxty for thc )
years 1964 to 1968 for 8 combinatron gas and electric utilzties is
11.99 pexcent and for 9. electrzc ucilxtles is 13 83 percent as set
forth in Table 9 of Exh_bit No. 33, (u) the annual return.on common
equity for the years 1° o7 1968 and 1969 £or 8'combinat1on gas 2 d |
electric utilities declined from 12 24 to 1l. 38 percent as set '
forth in Table No. 10 of Exhibit No. 33, and (4) the S-year medlan
aonual rate of return on equity for the years 1965 to71969 for the _
automotive industry is 12.4 percent, and for utzlitxes is 11 9 per- |
cent as shown in Exhibit No. 115.° « » |

The Commission further finds that a rate of return on ‘n‘
equity of approxima tely 11.7 percent should permlt PGandn-to com-.o
pote in the money markets and raise the fundu 1* w;ll rcourre to B

carry out its comstruction program at. reasonable terms
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The Commission.finds that a'reesonsble'rsngepfor.che rate
of retwrn on rate base for PGandE at this time is 7. 40'to‘7760'96:+"
cent, and that the level of return on xate base for purposes of |
authorizing rates in this proceeding should be 7. 5 percent. A raue
of return on rate base of 7.5 percent will produce a return on equlty
of approximately 1l.7 percent based on the capltalization ratlos and -
costs for bonds and preferred stock showm in PGandE's Exhibit No.v87
page 2. | & |

This Commission takes officfsl motice of its own records.
Ic this coumnection it is of interest to note-that as of 1960 this

Commission authorized PGandE to charge’ 2 71 cents. per kilowett hour

for domestic use based om an average use of 250 kilowatt hours; but // ,_ :

by this decision requires that charge to be 11m1ted to 2. 64 cents -
per kilowatt hour. | | |

II. To what extent i{f any, should "Below the Line" expenses :

be considered inm arriving at a falr and reasonablc rate - o
of return? _ : : //

The return on common equxty and’ thus the overall _’”
rate of return on rate base could be ‘increased: for the °hareholders |
by decreasing or eliminating "below the line" expenses. "Below tne
line" expenses include the nonoperatxng expenses whlch because of
the requirements of the uniform system of accounts, or: practices of o
2GandE, are included in Acecounts 426.1 through 426. S.f These-expensesp77
relate to certain donations; expenditures for civ;c, polltlcal and |
Telated activities; membership dues to servmce clubs' and the expen-\r
ses for "PGandE Progress." Certaxn expenses which PGandE for
accounting purposes shows "above the line", buc whlch have bcen dis— i
allowed for rate maklng in the past, arnd whlch PGandE. has not cla_med.p
as operating expenses in this proceedxng, are: also added to the‘pf_
"below the line" expenses for purposes of conszderation 1n connec—*

tien with this issue. For 1969 the total of these "below :he line"‘
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A.51552 NB a

items was $1, 587 »000. Approximately SZ 977,000 in "below ﬁhn 11nc
expenditures would be required to‘change the return on ,b/*f
common stock equity by a tenuh of one percen:age poxnt. PGandE |
claims, and the staff agrees that the $1, Sv7 000 18 insignifzcant
insofar as rate of return computations sre. conccrned | However, the
staff dn its brief does state that if the "below-the 1*nc" exPen&eSo'f
did affect the rote of zetum signif; cantly, the - °taff wou’l take .
the position that these expenses should be ccnszdered as a nesatlvcf’v
factor reducing an otherwise fair and reasonable rate‘of return.(

A conside*ation of the "below the 11nP" expenses will mot
reduce the 7.5 percent rate of return on rate base found co be ,{

reasounable in this proceeding..

’\

- Consuner Ass ociates 1n its brxef Suggests that th_s Comﬁ-:'

mission either direct PGand® to d‘scontinue "below cne lxne" evpenscs”;"f ﬁf
or require PGandE tO‘make full dlsclosure in the annual report to~1ts"‘ o
stockholders "of expenses which the company has not the incencion of ;
Charglns to the rate-paying public." It would e mappropriate for
this Commission to adopt eithexr suggestzon. The SCOckholders have -
their own remedies if they are of the opinion that such expenditures““
axe not for their bemefit. The disclosuxres in the annual reportq -
which are f£iled with this Commission and at publlc hearings such as’
this are sufficient notice of the amounts and nature o‘ such expen~
ditures to the pdblxc, mncludmng PGandE's Stockholderso

CTII. What are fair and reasounable estimates of operating

revenues at present rates and at proposed rates for
PGandE‘s Electxic Department for the test year 19702
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Total operating revenues and comparisons of Tables 3—A
and 3-B of Exhibit No. 88 and Exhibit No. 74 are shown below at
present and proposed rates.

1970 Estimated Revenues in $1 000
b Staff‘hxceedsfPGandE
PGandE Staff” Amountﬁ . Ratxo -

At Present Rates $705,094% $708,386 $3,292  0.47%
At Proposed Rates 771,728  775.358 3,630 .47
2. Reflects correction by PGandE, Tr. 4737-42 fﬁ

b. Reflects correction by Staff, Tr. 5053 and
Tr. 4284-92 .

A. Domestic Revenue Estimates?

The estimates of revenues from domestic customers are as

follows:
Revenue Estimates in $1 000 L S
- o SEaff Exceeds PuandE :,.ﬁ;
PGandE Staff ' Amount Rat?fo o :

At Present Rates $259,433 $260,3%48 ‘s915"- 0%
At Proposed Rates 288,722 289 707 985 S

The difference in the estimates arose because PGandE used

the recorded, adjtsted kwhxr for the months of February and Mhro& of
1970, whereas the staff used estlmates based on v15ua1 projectxon of o

S5-year recorded data for these two . months. The staff wmtness used |
the recoxded figures for January,. April and- May because~these flgureso

approximated the projected 5-year recorded figures but he did not,\-t

belleve that the recoxrded, adjusted f;gures for February and Marcn
were sufficiently representative to be adopted for the test year

estzmates. For the seven months of June through December both

f¢231
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PGandE and the staff estimated the use per customer by a projection K

of S-years recorded data. ‘ | ST
The PGandE witness attempted to explain that his lower o

estimates were justified because the trend is to multiple dwell;ngs;~~

wodile homes, and cluster homes all of whrch use less electrzc ; |
enexgy than a single family home, electric sales are growing 1ess ’V
zapidly than in the past and thexe is a continuing tendency to
more efficient energy use through such technologmcal developments |
as transistorized circuits. This testimony does not explain
nowever, why the progected five-year recorded figures corresponded
to. the recorded, adjusted figures for January, April May*and June
of 1970, but not for February and March of 1970.

The staff estimates of domestic revenue for the test
year are adopted as reasonable in this proceeding.

B. Coumercial Revenue Estimates’
The estimates of revenues from commercial customers are

as follows-

Revenue Estxmates in $1 000
, Start Exceeds‘PGandE
PGandE Staff CAmount. - Ratio.

At Present Rates $250,552 = $251,400 $848° o.=3f’._-_ B
At Proposed Rates 275 815 276~749 934 o .3

The differences in the PGandE and staif estimates erose
because PGandE used recorded use per customex data for the first :
five months and projected five-year hrstorical use data for'the
balance of the test year, whereas the staff . used proJected five-
yeax historical use data for the entire test year. L

The Justifleation gtven by PGandE for the lower estr-'
mates is that the rate of growth in thrs class is slipping.‘

| ‘24?.
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Reasons ngen for the decline werxe the following.: fewer work

hours, the cont;nued development of 1arge<shopp£ng_centers and
office bufldings on industrial rather than commereial schedules,
the maturing business in the area, leveling off of government
spending leading to & more stable level of energy*use by eero-' ‘
space, electronics, and researdh and development customers, |
siowing of population growth and growth of serv1ce~type business
vhose electric load is mot 3reat. | | |
The sta‘f'thness testified that the h;gher estimate

should be used because the btsine-s recession wes "esponsible
for the actual use during the first five months belng‘lower than
the projected five-year historical use for these months No | B
evidence was introduced to ohcw~thet the econom;c conditions which ~
have resulted in this decline in commercial use . are not repre-“
seatative for the test year, however.

" The PGandE estimates of commexc1a1 revenue for the
test year are adopted as reasonable,_

C. Industrial Revenue Estimates?

The estimates of revenue from: industrxal custcmers are
as follcws B | |
Reveme Estimates in. $1,000° -

. Staff Exceeds -
PGandE taff = Amount Ratlo '

At Present Rates  § 99,188 99,788 - $600 0. 6 -
At Proposed Rates 104 808 105 625 817

The est;mates for this category were made in two parts.
The largest customers were estimated umd&vidually both by PGandE
ard the staff The balance was estimated by PGandE by gtving
consmde*atlon to five years ot recorded data through Mhy of 1970
The PGandE estimate reflected the - faet that. the rate of growth
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of the number of customers in the Industrial class has been
levellng off. .

The staff estlmate for the balance was based on
analysis of five years of recorded data, 1964 to 1969, and

assumed an average of 636 lndew_rxal cnstome_s. This compares

to 673 in the PGandE estimate. In this category tbere were “
actually 633 customers in Decembex 1969 and 642 in June 1970._
The staff witness admitted that 110 additlonal customcrs'would |
bhave to be'added before the end of the year to *each h;s estimate"
of an average of 686, He further admitted. that the recorded -
growth will not be that much in 1970 and that the growth'would
have to exceed that experienced in the last £ive years to
zeach suck average number of industrial customers._f3 |

We are of the opxn;on that the levelxngcoff of the |
grewth in the number of ind"ﬂtriel customers. on which,the'

PGardE estimates are based is representatrve of tne growth trend t‘.-r‘ )

for the test year 1970, | _ .
The PGandE estimates of‘industriai‘rcvennemfot'the .
test year are adopted as reasonable.
D. Agricultural Revenue Estimates?

The estzmates-of revenue from.agrxcultnral customers
are as follews |

Revenue Estemates in $1 OOO

_ Starf Exceeds ?Gan&i
PGandE ~ Staff Amownt =~ Ratio
At Preseat Rates  $52,659  $53,464 5805 1. s*z;" ‘
At Proposed Rates S8, »257 59, 144 887 - .5

Precipitation has 2 dramatic effect upon agr,cultural
customer usage of elect:iczty. PGandE's finzl estimate was based

on the relationship between b sales and the percent of normal
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precipitation affeeting,agricultural sales. The staff has pointed
out that 1969 was an abnormally'wet'water year after whzch large
aereageS'were left flooded, water tables wexe recharged and '
residual irrigation water remained in reservoirs to ‘be used for )
the 1970 watex year. The staff bas further pomnted out that the
wmethod used by PGandE in making its estimate ignores growth | |
indicators such as the steady increase in customers and ccnnectedu
borsepower and the upward trending of the peaks and valleys of |
annual sales, o c ‘
The staff estimate'was a judgment figure based on a |
review of 18 studies that considered preeipitation, growth
da.vers:.on of xiver water, reservoir storage deel:.n:f.ng water level
in deep wells, along with other var:tables, for varymg periods
of time. The staff witness testified that he looked at the | )
spread and picked a point approxzmately in the middle of the ;'
spread as agricultural sales for the test yeaxr ...970. 'I‘he r&
studies produced kwhr results ranging from 3, 581, 000 OOO kwhr to
4,130,000,000 kwhr. The staff Judgment estimate derived there-‘)
from was 3 840 000 ,000 kwhr PGandE'srestimate was 3 784 000 OOOQ
kmhr for the test year. | ‘ |
Horsepower as well as kvhr has an 1mpaet upon.the rate‘
paid by the agricultural user. Since 1960 there has beea an
upward trend in connected horsepower. In its orrgrnal est;mate
PGandE used 2,251,000 horsepower which is ccmparable to- the
horsepower figure used by the staff. PGandE subsequently revxsed‘_
this figure to 2,187,000 annual average hp after'consideration
of ‘the recorded data for the nonths of January through,June of |

1970. The staff in its brief, however, has pointed out that 1970C?"d:
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is a low rather than 2 representative horsepowerwyearrteeausev“ﬁ' .
wany of the effects of the'very wet year 1969 suehtas‘hiéhere-
water table and abnormally'high reservoir storage, still
prevail in 1970. | |

The staff estxmates of agricultural revenue for the
test year are adopted as reasonable. | |

E. Street Lighting, Iuterdepartmental and
Other Revenue Estimates?

PGandE makes no comment regardlng the street lightﬁng,
interdepartmental ard other revenue estmmates.‘ The staff in:
its brief states there are no significant differences between
the PGandE and the staff estimates of revenue in these-eatef.“

gories.

The following revenue estimates in these categories

are adopted 2s reasomable:

Categogz

Street Lighting S L
and Railway ..o.o...c.---....‘_ : » o ‘ $13‘ 117

R’esale bOO..t‘.’l........t..... . = 2R - ’ . 14 489 o
Interdepartmental ' L co L Vet
Construction : i ‘ 410 o o 474“ oS
OperathnS_...... } ; . ‘__" o 898" e

Other Revenues y _ - 17 151j

F. Is any adgustment In the revenue estimates

required by reason of nongurisdmetmonal
sexvices?

In its opening brief PGaudE-pointsmout-that\ft‘providesﬁf
certain services that are not subjeet to thevjurisdietiou“of"
this Commission. By'reason of these non;urisdmctioual servrces
cexrt rn.adJustmeuts have been made to system total revenue ’
est.mates and system total expense estxmates by PGandE on page 3

of Exhibit No. 60 and by the staff 1n,Tab1e 14-C of Exhabit Nb. 114
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The amount of such'adjizsments will be shovm under the finding,s o
relating to issue V, Results of Operation at Present Ratea. -
duaring the test year 1970 and Adéfitional Revenuc Require;:en‘ts,‘
below, o
PGandE made a further reductxon of . $1 886 000 to
reduce the balance of Cal, Oper. (CPUC) revenue shown :I.n
column K as $758,132,000 to the $756,246,000 showa in _
column I, of page 3 of Exhibit No. 60, in order to reduce the |
rate of return from 7 83% to 7.80%. S:I.nce the system total \
revenue estimate of PGandE was reduced from $778 296 OOO to
$771,728,000 in Exbibit No. 74, a reduction of $6 568'000 and”
the rate of return in said colum H is therefore less than |
7.80%, the $1,886,000 adgustment made in column I is no- 1onger‘“
required, ' .

" G. Total Revenue Estimates?

The following is a tabulat ion of the revenue escimates B

at present rates of PGandE and the scaff and the revenue esti-

mates at present rates wh:{.eh ‘are adopted as reasonable :I.n this

prooeeding_
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Operating Revenues

1970 Estimated at Prsent Rates
(Dollars in Thousands)

Class PGandE_ - Staff

Domestic ........ ceeeas .. $259.433 $260. 343«~ -
COmmerCial LA B N TN 250 552 25’1 400 e
Industrial ...... eeveas .. 99,188 99, ,788 .
Agricultural ........... 52 559. 53, 464,\
Street Lighting o
12,545 12, 545

L NN X 12 472 12 479
Interdepartmental ' ’

consmctim .c-o-oo.to..‘ 388 o 431 '. |
Operations .....civewvne. 750 . ___ 8%

Total Electric .......... 687,987 691,279
Other Revenues

ceeeeeeee. 17,107 17,107 3L
Total Revenues ...... 705,096 703,386 706,876

IV. What are fair and rea.sonable estimates of oper-

ating expenses at present rates and at proposed
rates for PCandS's Electric Department forpthe
test year 19707

A. Should full year, part year, or any treat~
ment be given to 1970 wage increases in
estimating operating expenses? \
PGandE has included in its estimate of expenses a
prcvis:!.on for wage and salary increase in the amount of $7, 898 000.
This is based on the a.ssxmption that the vage increase granted by
PGandE to its employees July 1, 1970 w:f.].'.l. be in effect during the
entire year after this Conmission authorizes it to increase its
electric rates and therefore that full year treatment should be

given to this item of expense. PGandE po:mts out that :Ln the
Commission'’s recent San Diegpo Gas & Electric Compang, Decis:ton

No. 77581, issued August 4, 1970 in Appln.cation No. 51674 the
Commission expressly found that wage increases should be included

on a full year basis. PGandE urges t.hat such f:l.nd:[ng :ts con-

sistent with the couments regarding the test year of the Cali.forniai
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- Supreme Court in Pacific Telephome & Telegraph Co. v. Public |
Dtilities Commission, 62 C.2d 634, 645 (1965). The court said":"v

"The test period is chosen with the objective
that it represent as mearly as possible the
operating conditions of the utility which are
kaovm or expected to obtain during the future
months or years for which the commission pro-
poses to fix rates. The test-period results
are 'adjusted' to allow for the effect of
various known or reasonably anticipated
changes in gross revenues, expenses or other
conditions, which did not obtain throughout
the test period but which are reasonably
expected to prevail during the future period
for which rates are to be fixed, so that the
test-period results of operation as determined
by the commission will be as nearly repre-
sentative of future conditions as possible.

PGandE further points out that full year treatment of

the 1970 gemeral wage increasevaccordsvwiﬁh-thevtreatuenthoth by

PGandE and the staff of other large operating expenses-‘ For'
example, the latest rates for gas sold to the Electric Deparfment,{if

the latest price for fuel oil, and the latest.ihcoﬁé‘thx;déﬁﬁétionsfﬂ :'

and cxredits, such as bond interest and exclﬁsipﬁlof‘tﬁé‘tak;sqr-“‘
charge, have been assumed for the fﬁli-yeér‘in“deteimihing the
propex level of operating ekpeﬁses._ | | o | .
The Staff on the other hand has included $3,833,000 for
the wage increase from July_l,‘1970 to the endlof'the yBAr.‘uThe '_.
staff's estimate is slightly less than one-half PGéndE?s7est1mat¢;
because of the use of a different w#ge base, - The-stgff'péinféd'
out that its position is based cn recent Commission décisions‘”
commencing with Pacific Telephoﬁe-and’Teleg;abh"cbﬁpaﬁy,‘DeéiSioﬁ
No. 67369, issued June 11, 1964, in Case No. 7409, 62 CPUC 775,

834~341, aff. in Pacific Telephone and Telegraﬁh Co;'vu‘PﬁbiiC'
Utilities Commission, 62 C.2d 634 (1965), andicontinuing with
General Telephone Company of California, Decision No. 75873,
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issued July 1, 1969, in'Application No. 49835, and Pacif:[c Gas

.and Electric cw, Decision No. 76655 :lssued January 6 1970
in Application No. 50779 (Gas).

vy

In its brief the staff urges that with revenue grcwth
being severdl times the annual.wnge inerement of $7 898'000 PGandE
has ample OPportunity to absorb the wage increase on the basis of
the staff's cstimate and without annualization. The staff also |
asserts.that annualization of a mid-test-year wage increase-would
bave the effect of changing the test year for'wage expense from |
January 1 to December 3L, 1970 to July' 1, 1970 to June 30 1971,
and would put the‘wage increase out . of phase,with the test year
rate base, tevenues, taxes, and results of ope:ation generully.

We find that the annualizatlon of a mid-test-year wage

wage expense from the calendar. year 1970 because such annualiza-'

|
'
increase would not have the effect of changing the test year for. |
{
|
{
|

tion accorxds with the treatment of other large operating expenses.'
The followmng table in Exhibit No. 95- page 3- 2 shows

that PGandE's payroll expense is growing_more rapidly'than.sales
and revenues: |

Wage Rate . - : N
Increases = Average Payroll = Payroll
Payroll as of Year Expense . . Expense . .
e July 1 Revenue Per~Dollar - Pex-Sales. ..
Year M % % ~ _Revenue  $ Per M'KWhﬁ-“‘_
By () ) > IR ¢ ) P
1965 68,265 3.25 542, 763 0.126. = u2 087ﬁ~
1966 73,191 5.76 580,752 0,126 2 063g -
1967 78, ,480 4.00 601 671 o.130- . 2, 192
1963 90 631 6.00 639, 1467 0,142 2,384
1969 99 160 6.50 673,646 o 0,147 . 2, 4591
1970 7.50 705,124 - -

The followtng table which is taken from Exhlbit Vo, 95
page 3-3, shows payroll has comprised an 1ncreasing portion of the ,
revenue dollar, Accordingly, otber expenses have received a -
smallexr portion of the revenue. dollar. This relationship’is shown
in the table below in terms of dollars per customer. : |
=32~




Revenue Per ‘Customex- ' _w_nnp
o o . Awvailable for Expenses oo
~ Average Year = - Other Than Payroll . .
Revenue - © Payroll = "Net- % /AR
Customers PeréCust;v | PerCCust.* ‘Amounr Of Totaéust
jCust, ' ' ust;*f /Cust., - Rev. ‘Pexr: -;
6} c) « _ S R (F) '
2,287,000  $237.3 ~ $29. 3" %207 s*.aﬁ'<’;87 az,_
2,354 000; 246,7 ‘ .31.1 $215.6{,j‘WQ’V )
2‘404 ,000 250.3 32.6 217 Zo 8
36,9
- 39.6

2507,000 26807 -229;._1,,_“_,‘._ -

6.
;568,000 276.6 P

2
- 2)
2 _ o EE
PGandE contends that these tables show that PGandE wa
wage costs are growing‘faster than revenues and faster than the
other cost components of the total cost of electrfc service. .
Therefore, unless the full, known level of wage expense iS adopted
the estimate of revenue requirements will be too low, as future |
electric revenue growth will not compensate for‘such wage in-*

creases. We find that the record supports the factual ev1dence

I
i

subnitted by PGandE in this connection rather than ev;dence sub- ' f -
i

mitted by other parties. In its exhib;ts and testimony, PGandE has
demonstrated that the facts in this proceeding_are clearly dxfferent
from the facts utilized by the Commission in Paciflc Telephone-and;,u‘
Telegraph Company, Decision No. 67369 62 CPUC 775 (1964). T

Gerdes contends that the 1970 wage. 1ncrease was. granted
by PGandE to its employees substantially without res;stance and |
without commensurate increase of PGandE employee productivxty; He
therefore urges that the Commission,dlsallow any~amount for the
1970 wage increase. The record in this proceeding will not support@ﬁ_‘u
suchrcontention. The fact that PGandE did not" submit its consumersiw
and the public to the dire effects of a prolonged strike-before '
concluding its negotxations with its employees WIll not,Justmfy
this Commission in- concluding that it dld not. negotxate 1n good
faith with its employees., _ . . R
‘The sum of $7, 666 000, which is twmce the staff estlmace ~i'”d°

of $3,833,000 for six months® wage increase, is a reasonab1e<expense
-33-
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allowance for the wage increase negotiated by PGandE wich its
employees duriag 1970. |

. ?
o
-

" Administrative and General Expenses
including Institutiomal Advertising’

The following table shows the PGsndE- scaff and Gerdes

estimates for Administrative and General Expense.

PGandE Staff Gerdes’
(Dollars in Thoussn S

At Present Rates $32,895  $32,915 $31 ooof,'
At Proposed Rates 33, 1259 33, 282

The difference in this category of expense berween.PGsndEi{f
and the staff estimates is due to the difference in franchise |
requirements resulting from the difference in revenue.escrmstesa - |
Both include an allowance of $273,820 for instituciOnalgedverrisingi_-s'
Gerdes in his brief does not explain the reason for}nis_lower_n ‘
estimate in this category other than co~assert_chetctnegPGsndE"
budget for administrative expense is ex:reme1y~comforteble;iif°not |
fat, and that a S percent cut can easi1y~be made‘without sny reduc-hfi~
tion in efficiency. _ o ‘ .-‘

Gerdes supports a part of the expenditures for institu—"
tional advertising but opposes. paid advertising in newspapers and
Periodicals. AFL-CIO opposes the allowance of expenses for insti-‘
tutionsl advertising on the ground that cost of money'to PGandE is
based on its fimancial condition rather than its corporate image-A‘:‘
Consumer Assoclates poiuts out in its brief. that consumer attitudes
in Fresno and the Bay Area stromgly support the disallowsnce'of any |
expenses by PGandE for advertising. , -

Petitions containing over 12,000 signatures were received
in evidence as Exhibits Nos. 97 and 98. Ihese sxgnstures wcre— | | o
obtained by representatives of the Consumers Cooperacive of Berkeley, x;.uf]

Inc. The petitions read as: follows-‘
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"PETITION BY CONSMRS- |

"We pay for PGSE's advertising as part of our
electric bill., The PGSE is currently trying to raise
our electric bill by $70 million a year which includes .
$2.5 million for advertising expenses in 1970 alome.

"As consumers, we fail to understand why a .
monopoly like PGS&E which has the benefit of a captiv
market and regulated rates needs to advertise at all.

"As consumers also concernmed with our environ-
ment, we think the use of unnecessary electricity
should be discouraged, mot promoted.,” If present
trends continue, Califormians will consume twice as
much electricity in 1980 as they consume today.

The comsequence of this increase will be further
devastation of our eavironment. Whethexr by air
Pollution, thermal pollution, radiation hazard,
or despoilment of river ecologies~-all presently-
used methods of producing electrical energy degrade
the quality of life. ‘ . |

"For these reasons, we the undersigned oppose
making consumers pay for any advertising by the
PGSE which is designed or intended to cause an.
Increase in the use of electricity.”

The President of PGandE testif:f.’ed:-'

"If we're going to have electric energy, we're
going to have to have facilities to generate it and
to distribute and to bring it to our customers.
Those facilities of course have some impact on the
cnvironment. And we're doing everything in.our .
pover to minimize the impact on the envircnment.

"And it's important that the public have an
understanding of what is being dome in this regard.
Without a public understanding, our implementation
of plamning to provide the facilities necessary to
sexve our customerxs would be exceedingly more ‘
difffcult and costly. And to that extent it's
important that the public do have the lkind of
facts outlined in this advertisement.'

The Institurional advertisement descifibed th-:th'_‘-’-"f _' o
President of PGandE, Qh:‘.ch vas introduced as Exhibi‘; _No'.“- 28, :i.s a .
comprehensive statement on '"PGandE apd the Envirébmenc-;."'\ As

stated in PGandE's opening brief, the advertisémentfﬂis?>b‘enef?‘_=‘mlf'“

from the ratepayers' point of view as it informs__t:h/_en';-i_;in' a- maSS C
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way of the imvolvement of PGandE in various aspects of ecoloSY . o

Tae advertisement sexves to answer questions that undoubtedly
would bave been asked of many employees of the Company and thereby '
reduces the number of customer inquiries at PGandE offices. Such
2 result, of course, saves time and expense of Compeny personnel |
to the ultimate benefit of the ratepayer. The PGandE Presxdent -
also testified that without the mderstanding produced by such
institutional advert: sements, the cost: of busn.ness and operat:ing
e:cpeoses would increase, 'I‘hus, in the fmal analysis this type
of advertising results in reduced: costs. o o o
We adopt $32 908,000 as a reasonable allowance for

Adm:.nistrat:.ve and Genexal Expense at present rates for the test
year in this proceeding. ‘ |

C. Sales Expense, irxcluding Related Adverlt'isiing";" y

1. Should any part of sales sexvice expenses

be capitalized and :I.ncluded in the xate
base? '

Both PGandE and the staff ‘have included sales service
- expenditures as a part of sales expense. PGandE contends tbat:
there is no evidence in the record to support a change :Ln the
present practice by mov:mg sales serv:.ce expense’ from the
operation ecpense accounts to some plant account, | _
In its brief the staff states that :f.t is- no!: seek:.ng |
a determmation of this issue in this proceeding. 'rhe .,t.aff is _
requesting the Commission to order PGandE to review :I.ts accozmting,v'
| practices and give consideration_ to capital:t.zing portions oL the
sales service activities and charging others: to enother'_ -en&,"_more:"
Sppropriate expense account. | | | ‘ ,' | .
The record shows that such a’ revn.ew has already been

made by PGa.ndE's Assistant Controller and thm: he is of the
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opinfon that sales service . activities are properly includable in
sales expense. The order requested by the staff w:f.ll not be
included among the orders issued im this proceed:.ng.

2., Sales Sexrvice and Sales Promot:ton Expenses,
and Related Advertising Expense, as the'
components of Sales Expense ?

The following table shows the PGandB staff and Gerdes :
estimates for Sales Expense. |

PGandE  Staff Gerdes‘.‘ :
(Dollars Tn Thousands 5 -

At Present Rates $6,065 $5, 462 $2 800_‘
At Proposed Rates 6, 2065 -5, 46

PGandE's sales expense estimate exceeds the staff's'
estimate by $603,000. $388,000 of this difference results from the
staff's recommendation that promotion expense per customer n.n the
competitive areas should be as low as it is in the combination
areas. The staff has also excluded $199 000 for the electr:'.c range
promotion program in PGandE's combination areas. The - remaining
$16,000 difference results because of d:.fferent nethods: used by
PGandE and the staff in making their estimates, The staff hes
trended five years of recorded data whereas the PGa.ndE estimate
is based on amounts submitted by PGandE's various districts and‘
divisions as to their sales program for the yeat. - .

Gerdes recommends that PGandE advert:.sing e:q:ense3, ,
other than those for specified institutional advert:‘.sing, ‘be
disallowed. No breakdown of the $2,662, 000 d:.fference between .
the staff estimate and the Gerdes est:.mate appears :f.n the recard
AFL~CIO recommends that PGandE be allowed $2.1 million for | ‘
sdvertising expenses which would be equal to $1. 00 per customer

per year. Consumer Associates urge., that advertising expen.ses of

PGandE should be completely disallowed, This posit:!.on is strongly L
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supported by the consumer'petitions which have been received 1n
 evidence as Exhibits 22, 97 and 98. L
As PGandE points out in its brief, sales expenses fall‘i
into two categories: (1) sales sexvice activities and (2) sales l
‘promotion detivities, PGandE estrmates that in 1970 sales
sexvice activities will cost $2, 988 000 and sales promotion
. activities will cost $3,077,000, ‘Sales service advertising is
estimated at $256 000 and sales promotion advertising at
$1,035,000, | L |
Sales sexvice activities are . concerned'With providing |
safe and dependable sexvice to ?GandE's electric customers.
Such activities include (1) making contacts thh.new-home owners;
and builders to deterunne and.meet Yoad requirements, (2) deter— .
mining locations for meters and sexvices; (3) explainingvrate-
schedules; (&) securing.necessary electric service contreccS'
and (5) answering customers' complaints, inquiries, and claims |
Customer service advertisrng is' informatrve advertising
designed to tell customers how best to urilize PGandE,electric
sexvice. Sales service advertising helps customers help'themr
selves and thereby reduces the number of servmee calls PcandE
crews make to customers' premises. Other customer service
advertising vwhich explains rates and the reason for 1arger cus~
teger bills during the darker winter months reduces the- number
and corresponding cost of handling customerx’ anuiries.; ‘
The $2, 938 000 estimate for sales service activities,ili

including sales service advertising, is adopted as reasonable
in this proceeding. | |
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The staff has urged that 'the.sa_les p:omo‘t:ion'expense""»"' -
per customer should be as low in'the competiti';re‘ I'asess‘azs in th‘e"' |
coubination areas and has therefore reduced sales expense $388 000.
In regard to this contention PGandE in its br:.ef bas asked the |
Commission to consider the situation im the Sierra foothills
where no PGandE gas service is available ‘but where a network of
its electrical lines has been built to serve the growing domestic ‘
market. The typical homecwner (who frequently is only a. cemporary
Tesident) wants and nceds eleetrieit:y for lighting and’ convenience o
appliances, including air conditiomers, and many times a domest::.c
water pump. His other home needs--space heating, water. heating,
cooldng range and food refrigeration--could be supplied with pro— *
pane, delivered by truck from a number of local. dealers, who are
eager to sell their product. The question is, should PGandE bother
to tell these domestic customers that (1) electricity n.s available to”‘
provide their other meeds; (2) that it may be cheaper as to the |
cost of appliances and home construction or installation, (3) that
it may be cheaper to operate; (4) that it may be more reliable, _‘

(5) that it will mean only one bill instead of twos (6) that:
electric “appliance repairs may be more available and cheaper, = |
(7) that it does not require on-premises storage; and (&) that it |
is considered less hazardous? If this message is delivered and /
heeded PGandE supplies a larger load from its: alxeady constructed
network of electrical facilities and lowers the overall costs of

its service. Hence the extra competitive-area advertising message
is directly bemeficial to the loc.al consum:.ng publn.c and mdirectly
to all other PGandE ratepayers. Additionally the staff position i
ignores the lower customer density in the PGandE single service

area electrie t:erritory and the consequent higher per customer cost -
for sales promotion. Lo
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No reduction will be made in sal‘es" expense by "reason of |
the fact that the sales promotion expense per customer is h:'.gher
in the competitive single service electrz'.e territory th,an in- t:he |
combination texxritory. - |

The staff has further recommended :hac‘_slsé,ooo be
deleted from sales promotion expense as an"adjusment' to'e'limino.te
PGandE's program to promote the use of electrically powered ranges,

especially those with self-eleanmg ovens., To the extent that th:Ls ,

Promotloa program Is carried em iIn combination areas the staff

recomendatn.on is vell taken. PGandE's gas department also has a

promotional program in the combination territory. PGandE's promot:lon "
of electric space heating, water heating, and eook:!.ng where natural
gas is available is incomsistent with jits gas _depart;aeo.t sale__s‘ ;
programs. As the staff has pointed out in its- 'br:te_f ,‘ c_o‘mpetiﬁg ,

promotional programs ’in the eom\;ino.tioa territory, one by' the gas
departwent and the other by the electrie department for the energ‘y

coasumption by the same type of appl:‘.ance, causes utter confusion

in the consumer's mind and shouwld be discontinued. v

An estimate of $2,878,000 for sales promot:.on expense _
azd a total estimate of $5,866,000 fox sales. expense are adopted
2s reasomable In this proceeding. _ o

The staff has requested the Conm:.ssion to establ:’.sh
with defmition, a policy reﬂarding, the sales promotion program
of PGandZ. As urged in the petitions filed as Exhibits 97 ancl
98, the unnecessary use of electricity by PGandE's consumers
should be discouraged and not promoted by PGancIE Also, peak
usage should not be promoted as such usage causes an increase in
costs of service.: Off-oeak usage whieh results :.n an overall
inerease in electric eonsumption by consumers: and in 2 waste of

energy resources and unneeessary fu'rther pollution of the "
environment should not be promoted




A, 51552 ds/m

The record in this proceeding is not sufficient to
enable this Commission to establish further definitive guide lines
for PGandE's sales promotion program. However, PGandE has been
made well aware in this proceedi.ng of the strong resistance of :f.ts
customers to its advertising for the promotion of sales, especially
in its combination areas and where env:[ronmental cons:tderations
have become of great concern to the public. PGandEgis _placedg_ron_ _

notice that it should carefully reexamine its saie‘s-' promoti.'onv
programs and in future proceedings it should be fully prepared

to justify tes expenditures for sales promotion..-
D. Production E:cpenses? |
The following is a tabulation of. PGandE, staff and
Gerdes estimates of Production Expensesl.‘
%Iars %if‘fffousands_ f.'-‘, :

At Present Rates | $160 153 $161 022 $160 400
At Proposed Rates | 160 153 161, 022 ,

The $869,000 difference between the PGandE and the staff'* . 1:

estimates is occasioned by the staff's higher revenue estimates.

In his brief Gerdes does not discuss the $622 000 reduction in
the staff estimate which appears in the a‘bove tabulat:tou, but
contrarily to his own exhibit he proposes further reduct:[ons of '
much greater magnitude in production expense. o

The Commission will adopt an est:f.mate of $160 620 000

for nroduction expenses which is based on the adoption of a
total revenue estimate of $706 876 000
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\

E. Customeé Accounts Expenses? _ N o
The following is a tabulation of PGandE, staff and
Gexdes estimates of Customer Accounts Expenses. -

PGandE St:aff\. " Gerdes. a
(Dollars in Th’ous‘anas.ia'

At Present Rates $19,856  $19,863 $1-‘s°,,4‘oo». |
At Proposed Rates 19 963 19,970 . ‘

The difference between the PGandE and the staff estimates o ;x |
arises because of the different revenue estimates, |

Gerdes bases his reduction of $4,463,000 in the s:aff
estimate on his recommendation that PGandE switch t:o bimonthIY‘ .
billing. The record shows that the East Bay Mz.mic:’.pal Utiln-t}” "
District, the City of Alameda and the. City of Sacraznento bﬂl
their utn.lity customer:s bimonthly.‘ :

PGandE introduced’ evidence to show that billiﬁg oﬁ &
bimonthly basis would fncrease customer complaints and cause a
1ag ia revemues, thereby affecting PGandE's cash flow. _ PGandE -
during the var years in the 1940's billed its customers oma
bimonthly basis but 1like other utilities abandoned the practice -
because of customer dissatisfaction. Even if bimonthly -~
billing of its customers werereinstituted many. of the e-'f’~‘1'-"?“"5l€’3‘r |
included in customers' account expenses would remain unaffec't:gd}
€+8., customer contracts and orders, miscella#eoué- lé‘i‘-cbmts‘
*penses, and remts. Also many meters would ‘c‘:ont:i‘nue'td“ be ‘réad‘-'y' '
each month, thus further reducing eny possible ssvings. The
PGandE witness testiffed that any savings which might accrue from
binonthly bllling would be more than offset by such. factors as '

customen dissatisfaction and the lag in the collect:ion of | AR
customers accounts, ‘ | o
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An estimate of $19,860,000 at present rates for customer v

accounts expenses will be adopted as reasonable xn this proceeding.,

F. Taxes? | B
Although the dollars of tax expense in'the Qerions“estl¥7
mates are different the method of computing taxes-used by PGandE
and the staff is not in issue in this proceeding. The Commission
will adopt as reasonable, tax expenses which are~consistent with |
the level of revenues and other expenses which are adopted in this -

proceeding.

G. Other Operating Expeunses -
Transumission, Distribution
and Depreciation?

Transmission, distribntion and depreciation expense esti-'p*
mates are the same for PGandE and the staff at present rates and at
proposed rates. Gerdes has recommended reductmons.in these expenses."
The following tabulation compares these estimates..

PGandE = o
and Staff . . Gerdes .
Expense Item iEoIIers in Thousanasi
Transmission $lO 031 - $9, 300

Distribution _ 57,479 53, 400
Depreciation 93,959 « 91 000

Gerdes has recommended that transmission expense and
dzstribution expense be reduced because PGandE has been slow to
2ske use of 345 kv lines. On the other hand he urges: that K
$128,000,000 out of the proposed $252,000,000 in additions to che ‘7"
rate base be deferred and that depreciation expense be reduced oy
$3,000,000. EHe also tescifmed that PGandE should refrain from
expanding its transmission' network andE’s president testified
that the eight valley transmlssion lincs did not develop 1n such a

‘maaner as to make the use of 345 kv lines practicable | We. find that{

the $128,000,000 of proposed addicions which Gerdes proposed to d"f Co
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delete are necessary in order to insure edntihﬁity'ofFedEQueﬁe?w
sexvice by PGandE. o o
We further find that the estimate\e of 'PGaﬁdE' and: the

staff for transmission expense, d*strlbutxon expense and deprecia-‘

tion expense are reasonable and should be adopted in this proceedmng.e-'a .

V. Results of Operation during the
test year 1970 at Present Rates
and Addxtxonal Revenue Requirements?

The following is a tabulation of results of operatzon at

nresent rates for the test year 1970 whxch are adopted as. reasonable o

in this proceeding. Based on the results of operation.at prcsent

rates during the test year 1970 shown in the table below; PGandE

will require $51,579,000 additional revenue to'enable it o earn \ i:
r
&

7.50 percent on a rate base of $2 734,032, OOO : The ‘revenue requmre

ment is and must be based solely on Calzfornla jurxsdictional
operations. In computlng the addltional rcvcnuc rcquirement a

net-to-gross multmplier of 2.083 has been used.
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) Net Revenue

'Rate Base

HEGULRS OF OFSRATION
YEAR 1970 AT PARESENT RATES
(In Thousands of Dollars)
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What rates should be authorized as. fair and reasonsble

for pCandE’s Electric Department based on the test
Yeaxr 19707

A. In .Genexal? | _ e
The following is a tabulation of the rate increases pro-"”7
posed Dy PGandE and the staff: S |

Rate’ Increase Proposed By
(lelars in Thousands)

PGandE Staff

Class of Service _ Amount Percent . Amount;v PercentQV'

Domestie $29,289 11.29% $10, 566 4. OA
Commercial 25 263 10.08 9,911 3.
Industr‘...al 5 620 5.67 4 »063
Agricultural S, >598 10.63 2, 089.1
Street Lighting ’572 4.58 588
Interdepartmental, ' 234 20,56 48
Other 58 0.70 141
Total 586,636  T9-00% $27,506

In its proposal to increase commercial rates PGandE
recommends & reduction from 6 to 3 in number of general service

rate schedules and from 6 to 5 in thc number of. rate zones. As

L 4

Zones 1, Z'and 3 would have the same proposed rate‘schedule the
number of zones in effect would be reduced: to 3. For domestic

customers PGandE Proposes to reduce the nnmber of zones and rates
applicable to each from 6 to 5. |

The staff has maintained a differential between the ;'
five geueral sexvice Schedules.A-l through.AFS.. It also~has

reduced the number of zones for domestlc customers from 6 to Se
San Francisco, Gerdes, and,AFL-CIo support the,rate
spread proposed by the staff. |

The use of 5 rate zones with 5 general service and
domestic rate schedules will be adopted.

The staff witness. recommended the following perceutage
increases £ox each elass of service {£ the Commission authorires

Tates to proeduce an additional $SO 000 OOO of revenucs
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Domestic
Commercial
Industrial
Agricultural

C8.90% .
C4,00%
722
10,007
72229

Spees Ligkcisg =
1. Preliminary Statement No. 5(85?5 ; e
Section 5(a) of the Preliminary Statement in PGandE's
£s reads as folloﬁs:' | S ATy
us. -.Genera1:1 | 4
"(a) MEasﬁrement of Electric Energy: -

"All electric energy as supplied by the
Pacific Gas and Electric Company to its customers
shall be measured by means of suitable standard
electric meters, except emergy delivered undexr
street lighting tariffs on a rate-per-lamp basis,
and energy, estimated from load and operating
time data, for highway sign lighting, traffic
control and other inmstallations where metering
is {mpractical.” o - . :

PGandE propdsed a reviéicnnof"Seétioﬁ'sﬁg)3o£.ﬁhévP:;7;

liminary Statement to read as follows:
"S. = General:. B
"{a) Measurement of Electric Energyff”

"Unless otherwise provided in the appli-
cable tariff schedules, all electric-energz 
supplied to customers by the Utility will be
measured by means of stuitable stendard electric
meters, except where energy supplied to highway
sign lighting, traffic control devices, communi-~
cation system amplifiers or other loads can be -
accurately determined from load and operating time
or other relevant data and whexre, in the opinion
of the Utility, the fastallation of a meter {s
impractical.” | S

In Exhibit No. 55, pp. 3-11, the staffﬁp:o§§ses“that‘sai§‘ |
Section 5(a) befrevised'tolread'aswfblldwét' I o

"S. - Generals | |

"(a) Measurement of Electrical Energy: 3 .  ,

"Unless othexwise provided in the applicable

tariff schedules, all electric energy supplied

to customers by the utility will be measured by

means of suitable standard electric meters,. .
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except where energy supplied to street:or sign

lighting, amplifiers, rectifiers, alarm or

control devices can be accuragtely determined

from load and operating time or other relevant

data and where the installation of a meter would

not establish greater accuracy. The customer

shall notify the utility of any changes in

sexvice and shall be charged from the time

changes are mede." | .

The staff objects to the rule presently used by PGandE
because such rule gives PGa.ndE the discretion to determine when the
installation of a meter is impractical and to extend nonmetered |
sexvice in such {nstances on a basis estimated from load end
operating time data.. The rule proposed by the staff purports
to list all instances where a meter need not be used 1f the
energy consumed can ‘be accurately determined from load and
operating time and other relevant data to such a degree that the
installation of a meter would not establish greater aecuracy.- ‘

In its brief PGandE points out, however, neither a
phone booth nor a small underpass pump some of whieh are P’-‘e‘
sently unmetered fit into the staff rule.‘ 'rhere also may be
other usages which may best be served on an unmetered basis. No
evidenee bas been introduced to show that the discretion exercised- _ |
by PGandE uwnder the present rule has been abused Ifa customer
considers an arrangement unfair he can bring the matter to the o
attention of the Commission for suitable action.' The sta-ff can, )
audit PGandE's practices under the proposed rule to determ:.ne
vhether or not PGandE is exercising its discretion soundly to
the end that other customers are not being bu.rdened by unduly
low revenues from such unmetered loads.

The changes in Section 5(a) of the Preliminary Statement .

proposed by the staff will not be adopted in this proceeding._ ‘Ihe} o

revision of said Section S(a) proposed by PGandE will be adopted. DS
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2, Preliminary Statement No.‘ 77 _ B
The first pa.ragraph of the revised Section “7f_ Qf the'
Preliminary Statememnt proposed by PGandE is the sawe as the f:‘.rst‘ |
paragraph proposed by the éﬁgff. L |
PGandE proposes that the second pa.rag‘mphg‘of’sai'&&;
Section 7 read as follbws.: o . W
"The Utility will reduce its electric rates to
refleet any rate reduction in Schedules Nos., G=55
and G-55.1 of its Gas Department which reflects
(1) E1 Paso rate reductions, or (2) suspension or
texmination of the income tax surcharge, except that
offsetting increases in the cost of gas from the
Gas Department and increases in tax expemse resulting
from changes in the Federal income tax will be sub’Ject
to review between the Utility and the Commission.’
The staff proposes that the second paragraph of said
Section 7 read as follows: | - A. | o '
"The utility will reduce its electric rates to
reflect any rate reduction in Schedules Nos. G=55
and G-55.1 of its Gas Department to rxeflect (1) El
Paso Natural Gas Company and Pacific Gas Transmission .
Company rate reductions for contin%ent‘ offset charges,
or (2) suspension or termination of the Federal in-
come tax surcharge.' | -
The provision in the above-quoted paragraphs pertaining
to the Federal income tax surcharge is now moot as such tax was
eliminated as of June 30, 1970. . |
The staff in its brief points ocut that a ﬁtility has
the ability, under the Natural Gas‘Aét, to i.ncrease'-theirate“s\v .
it charges for gas prior to a full hearing before thg""Fedéralf
Powexr Commission. Refunds ordered by the Federal Power Cbﬁnﬁ.séiori
are the difference between the rates theretofore in:‘effect and
those subsequently found to be faix and reéySona‘ble-.v."‘ It is |
because of this difference that the staff believes in automatic
reduction in the electric rates whenever the cost of "g‘a'sl is
reduced without opportunity for offset by réas;iﬁ. of ax‘c'ér;xcur:éﬁt o
or almost concurrent sepatatef.l.y -fi'led'i incresase in ﬁh’e cost? of g‘as.y
PGandE, on the othei hand, believes that whenever there
is an offsetting increase in the cost of gas- the reduci:.iop';'. '
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should not be autometie but should await a review and determinetion
by the Commission. | | | |

PGandE's concern for such offsettingeis, however;7asmetter
that is properly-eonsidered in comnection with its gas tariffs.‘ Any :
such offsetting_as is‘permitted in connection.with gas-would thereby,rer
be taken care of. R ‘

The second paragraph of Section 7 will be revised to read
as follows:

"The Utility will reduce its electric rates to
reflect any rate reduction in Schedules Nos. G-55
and G-55.1 of its Gas Department by reason of (1)

EL Paso Natural Gas Company rate reductions for ,
contingent offset charges, or (2) Pacific Gas Trans-

mission Company rate reduetions for contingent
offset charges.

3. Should system rates be imputed to the
igeg;glsigggosigzggiggiigz?proposed

The staff recommended rates are expected by the staff |
to produce $784,000 less additiomal revenmue than the $27 406*000
shovm in Exhibit No, 55. Of the $784 OOO a deficiency of B
$636,000 results from the ‘use of staff proposed systemﬁwide rates .
in the staff's revenue calculation instead of the lower rates |
actually recommended to be: chaxrged certain customexrs in Vellejo»
Pinole, Rodeo, the Mbnterey-santa Cruz area, the Donner Summit .
area, hereinafter collectively called acquired arees",‘and the f]c}.';
Shasta area, o | {\ “

The remaining $98,000 increase ic‘imputed"reveﬁeev"
(about 3,657 overall) has been assumed for the contxact service
to the City and County of San Francisco. The staff has reviewed
sPecial studies covering contract Service to San,Francisco~for
street lighting and to the airport, Rates for other services
to San Francisco have not been modified since the original
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contract of March 14, 1945. All of'these retes'afenow~beinge‘
reviewed by PGandE and San Frameisco. No cost studies were |
lntroducad to justify continuing these services at thei*‘present N -
ceatract rates. The imputation of ¥98,000 of additional revonue |
for PGandE's services to San Francmsco 1s “easonable and will
be adopted.

PGandE in its closing,b:ief stated that,it had no.
objection to the Imputation of Zoae & xates to. the Shasta de
Rate Arxea in lieu of Zome 3 rates as proposed by °GandE as no
system zone level has been established for this area. The
$74,000 Su&ff {aputed revenue applicable to. the'Snasta Daannce
Awee will be adopted. _ | |

2GandE's present rates in the . "acqu_red areas ere “
derivations of rastes previously in effect in thooe areas’ DY the
predecessor utllities. At the time of acquisitlon the rates o£ .
the predecessor utilisy econtinued to apply. for. service from
PGandE to the customers in these areas pursuant co varzous
Cormission o*deeo. | _‘ ‘_

The following table shows the increases,proposed by
the staff, the increzses proposed by PGandE dnd the increases 1
which would result from the apollcation of the staff proposed
system rates for the various rate schedules Wthh are involvcd
in the fmputation of the $612, 000 additional revenue.

- - Ircrease Uh&e- Pro osed : AT
Schedvlie No. - Stafs Rates . Poandr Rates £f System Razes

D-G0 16. 80% o 29.96% o 3L.26%

P-GO - 25.200 - 25.20 - 46200

A-50 19.90° 29.30 . 42s gg |
A-51 12.00 BT 057 R /- I
A-52 10.20 C%.70 Jz 4L

Schedule D-60 will b applxcab’e in the °ino1e, Rodeo 2ed {
Vallejo Central Rate Areas. Schedules: A—60 and P—6O w ‘be epplmca--}‘
ble ia the Vallejo Central Rate Area.- Schedule A-61 wmll be applﬁoa-}

i
ble in portions of Monterey, San BenztO— San:a Clara Santa Cruz, ,*,m
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Siskiyou.and-Trinity‘Counties. Schedules A-62 will be-applicablez
in the Douner Summlt Area. The increase in the Shasta rate area !
occurs because the staff. has imputed the drfference between the
hlgher Zone & rate to. this Zone 3 area. ‘ '

The purpose of this proceedxng is to establish just and
reasonable rates for PGandE's electrxc servzce, includlng that xen-
dexed in special rate areas. For hrstorlcal reasons the "acquired
axeas" and the Shasta area have been.served on rates 1ower than the
general rates. To bring the acqurred areas up to the staff" proposed"_f‘.h
systen level would. inwolve increases ranging,from.Bl 64 to A6 per- |
cent, Both the PGandE and the staff have accepted rate history as
one of the factors to be taken doto account dn designing rstes and
for that reason have desrgned lower rates for these areas than
otherwise would be approprmate.

Schedules Nos. D~60, P-60 A-60 and A-6Y as proposed by
PGandE and Schedule No. A-62 as proposed by the staff are Just and :
reasonable and will be authorized in the order which—follows. PGandEj‘.
will not be permatted to close these schedules and charge drfferent‘_j
xates for old and new-customers within the samefareas, except 1n thei"fmi
Donner, Trinity, dﬁd Srskryou County areas where such servlce’has
been on closed schedules. No~revenue over and above the revenue o
provided by said schedules will be imputed as additronal revenue for*&

the services provided under sard schedules, since it would be,unrea-

f
!
!
§
{

sonable further to 1ncrease the rates under such schedules at thms'f

time. oo . o
The Shasta rate area was established as a Zone 3 rate area '.f.hy

.1n 1964 by Commrssion Advice Letter No. 2I9-E. .The staff proposesr‘f‘-ﬂjf”

to impute Zome &4 rates to the Shasta rate area because it does notor‘

meet the staff's,proposed criteria for new Zone 3 sreas.. For ra*ef

h:.storical veasous the staff has unot. px.o;»oned to impute the |

hxgher Zone 4 rates to other rate areas which do not meet the
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proposed criteria for Zonme 3. Chapter 4 of Exhibit No. 117 e
| shows that of the 10, 930 customers in the Shesta. rate aree 9 119'
qualify for Zone 3 under the staff ts criterfia. No additional
revenue will be imputed to PGandE by reason of the higher Zone 4: N
 rates. ' . |
In future proceedings this Ccmmission will favorably
consider prcposals from PGandE and the st:aff further to reduce
the rate diffexentials wh:.ch have been permitted to exist ‘
because of historical reasons. |
4. Treatment of Rate Biocks? -
The staff in its opening brief po:.nts crut that: PGandE
has proposed reductions for varicus inner rate blocks and for
the terminal blocks for the domestic and :Industr:.al classes
which total over $5,000 .OOO Sizable percentage differences in
the proposed imcreases in rates will occur in the cust:omer s
bills in the same class and zome as the usage var::.es. o
PGandE supports the reduction t:o the teminal 'blocks :
oecause of the reduction in the cost of generation in PGandE' 3
steam plants. Although the cost of fuel shows a decline from
1957 until 1970, the current trend is rising-,_fuel COSC& The; ,
cost of gas to the electric department has 'risen asthe resnlt o
of the Commission's Decision No. 76655 issued January 6, 1970 :
authorizing PGandE to increase its gas rat:es. | 0il fuei costs "
will increase from $2.05 to $2.50 per barrel by reason of the |
purchase of low sulphur fuel oil. PGandE s e.stimat:ed unit cost"‘ |
for fuel expense in 1970 was 3.15 mills per lwhr, The more

current staff adjusted estimate shcws an increase to 3-.20 mills;
per kwhr for fuel expense. |
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The staff also points. out another factor to be considered
A reduction in the tail block rate may induce the'use of more -
electricity. This would cause the average annual revenue pexr kmhr
to decrease and may have an.adverse~affect on the:environment.o

PGandE in its brief argues that vith the rates in the
terminal blocks refleeting_decreased,energy costs h;gher usagc
would properxly cause the annual average revenue per'kwhr to dc-
crease, PGandE further asserts that electricity from central |
station.generaring_planrs provides for the energy necds of peopie
with more efficiency and less pollution than any other'method now ;e
available. Thus, on bdalance. the environment wourd suffer more: ~£
low-cost electricity made from elean-burning natural gas and
£2lling watex were not evailable to meet the needs of our advanced
society. _ ,

The public participants. in this proceeding have urged
that further enexgy eonsumptxon,not be encouraged and’ that rates |
should be designed so as not to place-a greater-burden of,any '
increase on the small user than on the large user.‘ .

We approve of the staff approaeh to rate desxgn rn.thlsT3

proceeding insofar as the rate blocks are coneerned.v
B. Demestic Rates?

FGandE proposes to inerease domestlc rates. by 11. 29A
whexeas the staff proposes a &4, OA increase. In conneetion.with
Issue VI.A.4., above, this Commission has determined that the :
staff approach to rate design for domestic rates w111 be adopted ;

The trausfer of customers on the DA Schedules to. ehe D% Schedule~ano |

Acancel ing of the Schedules Nos. DA/l through 6y recommended by the 3
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staff, is approved. Domestic rates will be increesed eporoximately
§-19% to provide $21, 334,000 additional revenue. o L"v o yrf-
C. Commercial Rates? -

PGandE proposes to have identical rates for Schedules L

A=l through A-3. The staff witness testified tbat based on "
studies provided by PGandE and Scuthern California Edison Company
there is a difference in costs to serve sn‘A-l customer and an '
A~2 customer, PGandE is proposing a lesser rate differential
than now exists between Schedules A-5 and.A-G on the one hand
and Schedules A-1, A-2, and.A-B.on‘tbe other band. The staff,
witness testified that the cost curve for the commercial or
genexal service schedules is comparable to the cost curve for
the domestic schedules. Hence it ‘follows that the rates for E
these customers should follow the format of the domestic class, ";"
not the industrial class. "‘

The staff recommends no increasc in thc customer
charge and terminal block and a uniform.increase in blockfrates
and between rate schedules to maintain existing relationships.~

The staff format of increases in the commercial rates
is approved. The commercial rates will be increased soproxi-
mately 7.20% to provide $18,040,000 of additional rcvenue. - ~

D. Industrial Rates’ |

PGandE proposes an increase in industrial rates which
wmll increase annual revenues from this class of sexrvice by
5.67% or $5,620 000, The Increases for the industrial users -
would not be uniform. The average increase for Sckedule A-l3
users would be about twice'that for the Sbhedule-Arla users,
and on each schedule the increases would be grcater for customersr
wvith low load factors tham for high load factors.“ﬂuf;.f o
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In its opening brief PGandE asserts that the proposed
industrial rates are appropriate for the following reasons'"
(1) they are comsistent with cost considerations applicdble to thiS” o
class of service and as between classes; (2) they recain a reason- ,
able relationship between the rates for this class as. charged by i{ -
PGandE and other California electric utilities (PGandE's being
higher than those of the others); (3) they flt readily within
value of sexrvice criteria: (4) this class has not shared in rate
reductions that have occurred since 1957 to-the same extent as |
have other major classes of service; and (S) a substantial portion -
of industrial load is served off peak and thereby improves the ‘
systen load factor.

Zhe Commission staff proposed an increase in industrial a
rates which'would be applied approximately equally for all usages o
of customers on Sohedules A-13land‘A-14 If a 1arger overall
increase were authorized, up to 7.2%, the staff would follow the
same pattern of increasing the iIndustrial rates. The staff’wit-7"
ness testified that it is possible that some industrial cua:omera .
may be lept if a system.average increase in excess- of 7 ZZ_be applied
to the industrial rates. -

CQMA strongly supported the pattern of 1ncrea3ing the |
industrial rates proposed by PGandE and opposed that proposed by
the staff. CMA also urged that the increase in industrial rates
as a class should in 21l cases be signiflcant1y~1ess than system
average, whatever average increase way be allowed.. _

PGandE did not justify a reduction in the terminal rate
affecting large customers in view of increasing costs and retes to
its other customers. An industrial rate increase of $6 943 000

or an increase of approxtmately 7. OOA will be authorized.,‘
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E. Agricultural Rates?

PGandE has no objection to the steff’s proposal that
Schedules PA-B and PA-4 pertaining to agricultural rates be
canceled and that customers affected be ir.corporated into
Schedule PA-1, This staff proposal will be acopted

Under’ the present Special Condition of Schedule PA-l -
agricultural users are permitted to run their motors at overloads‘
up to but not exceeding 125 percent of the full load capacity as "
indicated by the name plate rating of the motor. ValleY Farms ‘
and the staff both urge that the Commission retain thz.s special
condition ir the tariff, , . S

In its proposed Schedu‘ie ?A-l l’GandE proposes Special -
Condition 10 which would allow ouly a 21% overload_._ _In‘ its,.br:.ef -
PGandE poizts out that its proposed Spe‘ciel‘ ‘convdition? 10 ‘prodnces“\ .
a moxe eqnite‘ole application of the rate to- customers than does
the comparable provis:.on in the present rate schedule wb.ich the
staff and Valley Farms propose be retained. PGandE 3 proposed
provision makes the application of the provis:.on automatic, o ,
based on measured input and not subgect to & calculation involving
the inherent design efficiency of the type of motor. Al.;o,
PGandE's proposed prov:.sion yields an even and prog cssive
transfer from Rate A to Rate B, whz.le the present specic.l
condition, depending upon the efficiency of the particular type
of motor, could produce a signif:.cant step increase to a custome*'_ -
upon transfer., Special Condition 10 would not force any rancher
to make wmodifications in equn.pment oxr pumping conditn.ons, but it

would assure that each customer would be billed :Eor the power

a2rd energy he receives on a more equiteble ba.:.io > eliminating
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the present preferenee for lower effieieney'motome. Specmal
Condition 10 will be included in the agricnltural sohedules as
proposed by PGandE in this proceeding

_ For the first time in this proceeding Velley”Feims in
its opening brief proposed that Special Condition 7 in.Sehedule '

PA~1 be revised to provide that the billxng demand used- xn
computing charges under Rate B will be the mean of the maximum
demand created by the izstallations in the current month and the
two highest such demands occurring in the year: ending wzth the |
curreat mocth. As’ propoved by. 2GandE Speeiel Condition 7 provxdes
that the bl’ling demand used in eomputxng charges under Rate B
will be the highest meximum demand created by'the nnstallatzon

in the twelve-month period ending'w1th the current month.,d |

PGandE in its closing brief urges that Speeial Condition 7
in Proposed Schedule PA-1 shouldknot be modified because it
would unnecessarily complicate billing proeedures and- produce
revenue changes the effects of which are unknown and conee“ning
which there is no evidence in the record. SpeCIal Condition 7
23 proposed by PGand®E will be adopted by the Commission. ‘

Both Vall ley Farms and the Farm.Bureau in their orlefs
requested the Commission to consxder the economic p mght of the
farmers and thosc engaged in agrmculture Ln.determining the N
increases in agricultural rates which are jus 1£1eo.-””"  ,

' The Farm Bureau referrved to. evidence in the record

saowing (1) that the prices for nany agr:oultnrdl produc:e are

lower than they'were 20 years ago, and (2) that labor oos s have ‘

gone up but the producer is unable to eontrol the prices he C‘

recefves for his products. Electricity 1? es“e?tialttQ‘zhﬁj, .
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operation of most farmers. Because it is often difficult to secure :
immediate restoration of service the farm operator needs to hsve’
standby facilities to provide elternate power soorces.‘.““fm -

Agricultural rates will be authorized which will provxde
additional revenues of $4, 063 ,000, or an increase of approx;mately.g
7.60 percent, whxch is lower than the increase requested by~PGandEhﬂ .
and that recommended by the staff. [ "if |

F. Other Rates?
1. Interdepartméntsl?‘ | o
PGandE has and proposes a special . rate for 1nterdepart-ff‘

mental service. The justification is that this has been the hrstor~‘ﬂ'
ical\situation.. The - staff recommends that these retes be applied
at system levels and PGandE has concurred in this recommendation.

The staff recommendation will be adopted by the Commission. The

increased 1nterdepartnental rates will provide $86,. 000 Of additlonal ,

revenue, or an increase of approximately. 7. IS-percent
2. State Water Project?

The staff is recommending imputation of an increase -

-

for servmce to the State Department of wster Resources from 3 0 mills

to 3.1 mills energy charge due toiincreasedlfuel;costs,g‘PGendE,prorg
Poses to retain the charge'of 3.0 mills._ | o |

The 3.0 mills pex kwhx covers. the energy. component and
so only the cost of evergy need be considered in determmning the 7
- Teasonableness of this charge. The transmission costs: sre'covered
in the balance of the contract.and in the EHV contract which relates
to high tension tramsmission. The record shows that the inltial ’
estimate which resulted in the 3.0 mills per kwhr charge was besednt”
on ar average fuel cost of 32 cents. pex million Btu.' The present r“
average cost of fuel of 33 cents per million Btu would still 1eeve:
some margin between the cost of fuel and the chazge’ of 31mills pertn"

kwhrx. N
=59~
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No additiomal revenue will be imputed to PGandE for its
sexvice to the State Department of Water Resources.
3. Schools?
Schedale A-16 which prov1des a speeial rate to all
public schools within the Stockton division for. 113ht1ng, heating,
cooling and power services is proposed to be closed by PGandE. The :
staff urges that this schedule should be held open and a study'be ‘ |
made regardlng the expansion of this schedule—to a systemrwide basrs. o
The staff would propose that schools as covered by-such.a study . . |
would be expanded to 1nc1ude public and private nonprofit establmsh-o?'d
ments. ‘ ‘
In its closing brlef PGandE strongly opposed the
staff recommendation. It pointed out that Schedule ArlG'iS a sched-7
ule for an extremely limited .er*itory establxshed many years ago
to meet a specific problem'whioh existed prior to. 1950., PGandE
coatends that it is rcot reasonable to assume that the studj recomr» ’
mended by the staff would result in a reductron in view of the low
load factor inherent in the operation of many schools.-

PGandE will be required to make the recommended

studies in order that the matter may be more fully examined oa. af‘,

system-wide basis. PGandE will be authorized to close Schedule
2-16. | - :
4. Supplemental Fringe? ol
‘The staff has adopted PGandE's proposed increase of 6 ej,’th

peroent for the resale powex by‘the City and County of San Franczsco
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to its assigned customers, Such .proposedi,' in'crease" m.llbe e
suthorized, | . o

'.l’he staff alse recommends that the fringe rates and
revenues for Southem California Edison customers ‘be increased "
by the same percentage increase applicable to the commercial " _'
class to which these rates are amalogous. _Sueh recomendetionu
is adopted. | | - |

5. Schedule No. P-87 o

The staff has recoumended that the .termi'na-l‘ 'rlioeks
not be reduced :[n Schedule No. P-8. This schednle includes
petroleun refiner:.es under contracts and is comparable t:o the
Schedules A-13 and A-14 under which serv:[ce is provided to the
industrial customers. This staff recommendation is adopt:ed
for the same reasens that the scaff recomendation with regard-
to the rates for industrial customers was adopted. o “

6. Street Lighting? -

The staff has adopted PGandE's proposals with regard :
Lo street llshtmg Schedules LS~1 and 2 and LS 60 and 61, _
The staff, however, has recommended that for ratemak:ing purposes
the system-wide schedules be applied to the terrirories served

by LS-60 and 61, For the reasons. dis«:ussed under Issue VI.A 3.,

above, such imputation of rates will not be approved ' The rate '

of $10.10 per lamp per month proposed by PGandE for the 700 watt o

mercury lamp which represents a small fraction of the lamps
sexved by PGandE will be adopted.

Schedule TC-1 includes traffic direct:l’.onal signs or

signal lighting service. Whereas PGandE has increased the
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sexvice charge and not changed the energy :charée, the staff :ts .
recommending an increase In the energy cbarge with no. increase

to the service charge. This treatment is cons:.stent wn.th the
staff's uniformity in spreading this rate :.ncrease whicb. has been
discussed under Issue VI.A.4., above ’ and will be adopted by the
Commission.

'Ames Research Center and Stanford
Linear Accelerator Center"

PGandE proposes that the present identical contract
rate for Ames and SIAC be increased by 6. 4% in the same’manner
for both customers, Because of the different load factors of
these two customers, however, under PGandE's proposal SI.AC's b:.ll
would be increased about 1% and Ames bill would 'be increased
about 9.7%. This situation is comparable to that for customers
served on industrial Schedules A-13 and A-14 . Even vith'the
proposed :[ncrease, these two customers would be receivi.ng electr:’.c

service at a lowexr average rate than comparable customers served

under the proposed :.ndustr:i.al tariffs,

The staff recommends tbat different 'rates ‘be applied to o

SIAC and to Ames so that the increase for each of these cu3tomers
would produce additional revenues at a level 47 higher than under
the present rate structure, 'I'hc Justification urged for the 3taf£
proposal is that PGandE has made no def:!.n:.tive cost study to
support its proposed a.ncrease :x.n rates for Ames and’ SIAC

In its brief the Uv.S. Government refers to the minimal -
increase or no increase *o large customers under Schedules A-14 ﬁ. |
P-8 and A-18 which bave been- prOposed by PGandE and the staff asf. :
dustification for :Lts request that the contract rates for

:Lnterruptible service to S‘I.AC and Ames remain as. they are w:rth

no changes,
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In the alternative the U. S;‘Government'ptoposesfthat the;v
contract be modified to provide a 4 percent‘inctease*tonAneslhut"
that the same provisions be made applicable*to SLACf This would
result in an increase for SLAC considexrably less than 4 percent

because of SLAC'S greater load: factor.

Both the U. S. Government and PGandE rely on the provmsion .

in the Ames and SLAC~contracts which contemplate that rates will
increase or decrease commensurate with Schedule A—13. |
This Commission has authorized an increase of 7. 0 percent
in the industrial rate schedules, The Commxssmon will authorize &
7.0 pexrcent increase in the contract rate for Ames which will pro-
vide for a 7.0 percent increase in revenues from.Ames. The same |
contract rate will be applied to SLAC but it will prov;de only a 'f
4.0 percent increase in revenues from SLAC.
The staff in its opening brief points: out that in -
addition to the SLAC and Ames contracts PGandE has a largernumber
of special contracts for service~which 1nvolve a substantial amount |
of revenue. Although all cost studies for special contracts were
requested by the staff, evidently PGandE has none asvnone was sup~ —‘
plied to the staff. 1In accordance with the staff request PGandE is
hereby placed om notice that it must be prepared-in.connection wmth |
its next application for general increases either in electric or
gas rates to justify by cost studies the treatment that 13 being

accorded to its customers under these special contracts.
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G. Summary of Authorized Increases im
Rates by Class of Service?

The following is a tabulatlon of the amounts and percent- _
ages of additional revenues by class of service which it is esti~
nated will result from the increased rates authorized in this pro-'

ceeding.

Present Revenues and Authorized Increases im Rate Schedules
. . Revenue -
Revenue Revenue Authormzed Average
Schedule ) Present Rates Increase Rates Increase
(Vollars in Thousands)

Domestic $260,348 G‘n 336 T5281,682  8.19%

Ramiied

Commexcial 250, 2552 18,040 268, ’592.  7.20-
Tadustrial 929, 7188 1 6,943 106 131 7.00
Agricultural 53 464 &, ,063 57, 527  7.60
Street Lighting and Ry. 12 545 ' 13, 417 6.95
Iuterdepartmeutal cen 1 197‘ = 1, 1283 7.18
Other . | : 8,397  0.83
Total ' , ) : - ‘

Total Including Imputed

VIiI. Should special rate treatment be establlshed
for designated customer groups?

A. The "Elderly" and the "Small" usex? |
Consumer Associates have urged that there be no increase .

in the domestic rates for users of 200 kwhr pex month or less.
Exhibit No. 61 was introduced to provmde for. Commission,considere—

tion domestic rate schedules which would provmde for all 1ncreases -

in the outer blocks and none fox the first 200 kwhr of energy used."":”

The purpose of these schedules is to reduce the—impact of any rate .
increase upon the elderly'with fixed mncomes and the poor.""

PGandE, in its brief ‘has pointed out the difficulty zn

providing rate relief only to this group of ratepayers. The small S

user oxr the elderly person is ot necessarily 2 user who




has difficulty in paying his electric bill' Both PGandE and
Gerdes econtend that the'welfare problems of the elderly and the
poor are matters for legislative consideration and solution rather"
than beang,matters for this Commissien to resolve._‘ \

The staff's solution to this problem is to mlnmmize the
xate increase on the domestic sexvice eharge and lower energj
blocks. The effect is to provide the domestic user of electricxty

vhose usage is cmall with a lesser increase in hms b111 than is

provided by the domestic rates proposed by PGancEa The Commissaon,'f

bhas adopted the staff's recommended pattern of increasing,domestieﬁ,
rates.

B. Certaxn housing progeeta such as those an
by The Maremont Foundation?

In its opening brief Maremont requests that there should'
be included ia the DJMiochedules authorized in this proceeaing, |
ome of the alternative clausca set’ forth under. WAlternative Rate l
Schedule” on page 3 of Chapter 5 of Exhibxt 117 as may be
aporopriate. Both PGandE and the staff coneur in this reQuest
Inasmuch as the staff pattern of rates for commercial schedules
has been authorized, ‘Alternative Rate Schedule B set forth on
page 3 of Chapter 5 of Exhibit 117 is adopted .

Maremont has also requested that further study should |
be ordered by the Commission to determine'whether the higher rates :
applicable to projects with several group meters as compared to- |
projects with a sxngle meter for all wits are warranted by cos* -'
factors. Such request has been opposed neither by PGandE nor

the staff. PGandE is hereby placed. on notice thatwin_any aubsef

quent proceeding for gemeral rate relief‘itxshouid‘be~preparedﬂto]7”'




. . [ .
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support the differential between the ratesl'#;‘;plil_:abl‘e'.td'p:{oj‘eé'tsi" "

with several group meters and the rates applicébié #6; projects “ o
with a single meter for all unité with a cos‘t..'studi.‘ . |
VIII, Are PGandE's employment p;:'actices- discrimiﬁa-tory?'
If they are, does such discrimination produce
economlc inefficiency? If it does, how should
this affect the relief sought in this proceeding?
Subsequent to the submiésion of thé' appl;t._q#tion hére:[n,.-
the Commission on October 6, 1970, issued Deé:[sion*No. _777,31'- ',
disuissing Case No. 9090, which vas & complaint £iled by many of
the same parties who have raised Issue VIII in this "plrocéﬁdiﬁs? |
Said Decision No.77781% resolves Issue VIII in this P#Oée‘?diﬁs
by holding that this Comuission does ndjt bave jd’risd:{.‘ct:i’o;x over
labor-management relaticns which would ”:i.nclude eﬂpibyﬁen‘? o
Practices of PGandE. The Commissicn further held the Legislature
through the enactment of the Falr Employment. Prac:ic_efAct'T' bas =
created a forum other than this Commission to ;adjud'icate"'pfobri‘emé‘
of diserimination, and it is ‘apparent: th.at‘ the Légishture |
{ntended that complaints regarding discrimination fn hiring and
employment practices be considered by & body other than this
Commission. Further, the record in this proceedj.ng;“does"f not
show that PGandE's hiring and employment practices are unlawfully
discriminatory, nor does it show that operatiné :’.nefficienc:.es have
resulted or will result during the test‘yeaz-: ffomv PGandB'sbiring -
and employment practices with respect to ethnic minofitieS_;
IX. Should PGandE's activitiés in relation to the |
proposed incorporation of Castroville affect the
relief sought in this. proceeding? If so, how?
In 1969 proceedings were init::'.‘at:ed' before 'the'Monte:ey
County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) to "'-ﬂc"*?‘"’-'“é

1 A petition for writ of rev:i.ew. of Decision No. 77781 has been
filed, NAACP, Western Region, et al. v. CPUC, SF No. 202792. -

. =66-




the Castroville-Moss Landing area in the City of 'Cesttoirﬂle.:,‘ |

The application for iﬁcorporation incldded with:.n the totr_idaries. '
of the proposed city PGandE's Moss. Landing thermai ele'etric o
plant located gbout four miles from the comunmity of Castrevi’lle
PGandE did not oppose the mcorporati.on of Castrovztlle
Put it did seek the exclusion of its existing Moss Landms pla:nt
from the proposed city on the grounds that the ::.nclus:!.on o£ the -
Moss Landing plant would increase PGandE's toxes approﬁm«.telY o
$500,000 pex year without provn.ding PGendE with comparable bene- .

fies, as PSandE was glready provioing and would cont:x.nue to

prov:’.ee the Moss Landing plant with secu.r:’.ty and f:t.re protect:.on. o

PGandE's position vias presented to I.AFCO on November 25, :
1969. 'J:hereafte::, following statements by others, LAFCO approved "
ts staff's proposal based on incorporation of Castroville w:t.th o
boundaries that excluded Moss Landmg. The pr0ponents of incoroo- ‘
ration did not take the necessary proeeduml steps to proceed
further with incorporation of the area with such limited bound-‘*
aries, , | ’ |
In its bn.ef '.E'uandE peints. out that had it pass:.vely
2ccepted inclusion within the proposed city and its operatmg
expenses in the form of property taxes bad thereby been increased

$500,000, such inaction would have ‘properly been .,v..bJect to

severe criticism. PGandE contends that its ...uecessful effort to R

© keep its operating expenses down, taken openly in good faith
was for the benefit of the ratepzyers and should not affec.. the

reidief sought in this proceedmg.




Seaside, Gonzales and Castroville in their brief contend
that PGandE has no legal or moral right to d.ictate to the residents o
of any area whether they should or should not have loca.l self- | |
government in the form of a city, They furtner contend that it
is not proper for PGandE to Spend monies collected from its rate-
payers to thwart the efforts of some of such ratepayers to :
incorporate; to influence others to oppose them, to employ
attormeys to oppose then, to purchase legal transcripts or hire
court reporters to oPpose them, to pay for conventions, vacations,“
meeting times or otherwise of executive employees who serve on. |
boards or commissions where utility vieWpoints and intcrests are
debated. They also assert that the political actions of PGandE |
in its attempts to influence legislation or the actions of publ:.c B
bodies are ultra vires, and that PGandE has no right to

represent dissenting residents in proceedings before
LAFCO.

In its closing brief PGandE points out thnt'_one‘ of its |
attorneys appeared at a public meeting of IAFCO to oppose , tne -
inclusion of the Moss Landing plem: within the bonndaries of the -
proposed city. PGandE did not oppose the incorporation. B

' Under PGandE's Articles of Incorporation, PGandE is
authorized as follows:

"(2) To engage in and conduct the business.
of manufacturing, in erating, buying, selling,
-renting, distributing and otherwise disposing
of electricity. cea’

engage in and conduct any othexr:
business incidental, necessary, useful or

to all or 2oy of the purposes or
business aforesaid.'

"To construct, maintain, and operate...
electxric plants “with a1l power houses, gener-
ating stations...proper or convenient for the
generatiom, trsnsmission, sele and distribution
Of elecuiCity.o . -" ’ ’
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PGandE contend.s that fts actions in attempt:!ng to hold
down its property taxes at Moss Landing as an operating expense ",
are activities clearly Implied wn.th:[n the scope of the foregoing
purposes and are not ultra vires.

' Under Government Code Sec. 34310 et seq. property N
owners could have appealed the decision of IAFCO before the Board
of Supervisors. Since such right- exists at the appeals 1eve1 it . _
follows that a property owner has the right to protest the inclu- "

sion of its property within the proposed e:'.ty boundaries before
IAFCO. | |

'Ihe evidence shows that the PGandE employee who was a e
member of LAFCO was participating on LAFCO as a citizen and noc as a

representative of PGandE. He did not vote in. oppos:!.tion to the

application to incorporate bu.t :I.n favor of i.ncorporation with tbe
boundaries in accordance with I.AFCO's staff proposal- ' [
PGandE's activities opposing the inclusion of its
Moss Landing plant within a proposed incorporation of Castroville
were a proper exercise of its coxporate powers and do not affect 3"

other than favorably, the relief sought in this proceeding

X. Should PGandE's activities before Federal, State

and Local, Governmental Bodies on matters of

direct operating concern affect the relief

sought in this proceed:.ng" If so, how? |

As stated in Issue 1I, above, for 1969 the total of the

"below the line" items was $1,587, 000 . Some of these ':ttems' were
expenditures for civic, political and related activities which
were treated as nonoperating expenses: and plaeed in Account 426 4
Other expenditures in conmection w:£th PGandE s activ:.t:’.es before

federal, state, and local governmental bod:[es on matters of

‘1‘.‘
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dixect operating concern to PGandE were included as"above the

1ind' expenses in asccordance with this Commission's uniform system o
of accounts. No issue has been raised, other than Issue IX, above,
wh:.ch would require the Commissiou in this proceeding either to
change any particular "below the line" expenditures to"above the “
lind' expenditures or any particular "above the line"™ expenditures
to "belcw the line" expenditures.

XY, Jurisdictioual Cost Allocation"

The issue raised by the staff in its brief regarding
Jurisdictional cost allocation has been resolved for the purpoae of
this proceeding through the adoption of the table entitled "Reaulta of
Operation - Year 1970 at Present Rates" and included in Issue V‘, above.
XII. Is the request of Northern California Power. Agency CNCPA)

that the Commission pexrsuade PGandE to implement eooperative
action with the Agency warranted? » _

In its brief NCPA states it is a joint powers agency
created by agreement among the Cities of Alameda Biggs, Gridley, :
Healdsburg, Lodi, Lempoe, Palo Alto » Redding, Rosev:'.lle, Santa ’
Clara and Ukiah, Exhibit No. 111 herein Each of these cities
owns and operates an electrical distribution system, and has
jolued in the creation of NCPA as a means of facilitating purchase,
generation, transmission, distribution, sale, interchange and
pooling of electrical energy and capacity among themselves, or
with others. |

Testimony offered ou behalf of NCPA. shows that NC‘PA
desires to cooperate with PGandE in. the development of additional
sources of low-cost power in the California market.. Since NCBA
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is willing to provide a part of the capital required for such
additional sources of power, such cooperation would reduce

the needs of PGandE for inereased: cspitel. The evidence further |
shows that PGandE and the Naticnmal Asseciation of Electric_Comfv‘
panies have opposed NCPA's application for a«planning,advance from
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development;’snd”it fs
asserted that such opposition precludes the desired cooperstion
between NCPA and PGandE. The NCPA witness also testified that

reliability of service could be improved through the interconnec- :_'

tion of the facilities of the municipal ownership eities to those
of PGandE. NCPA requests the Commission to persuede PGandE to
nodify its opposition to cooperative action and to take sffirm&tive :
steps to implement such cooperation. B

The record shows that none of the cities in NCRA has any
generating facilities in operation and none has sny immediate
construction plans for such faeilities. Even if construction was
begun Immediately the facilities‘wonld not be on-line until 1975._

In its brief PGandE asserts ‘that PGandE's transmission '
network is now conmected to each of the cities’ snd that through thew<
PGandE system the distribution systems of the cities are now inter-‘

connected to provide the transmission reliability snggested by the f
NCPA. witness, ' | |

PGandE also contends that the relationships between |
PGandE and the NCPA cities may~more properly be a subject matter |
for the jurisdiction of ‘the Federal Power Commission than this
Commission. , o

In any event it would be prematnre for this Commission
to take any action until the NCPA . has some speeific proposal to
present to PGandE and to this Commission for consideration. |
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Based upon a consideration of the record herein.the
Commission finds as follows: , | | .
1. A reasonable range for rate of return on rate base for | o
PGandE in this proceeding is 7 40 to 7. 60 percent : R v |

2. The level of return on rate base to be adopted ‘as reason—

able for purposes of authorizing rates im this proceeding is. 7 5 j>-/" l"-ﬂ

pexcent on California Jurisdictional operations.

3. The level of retuxn on equity to be adopted as reasonable
for purposes of authorizing rates in this proceeding is. approxi-
mately 12_2 pexcent on California juxisdictional;OPerdtiQnSf'f | {(.'

4. For test year purposes, the use of the yeergl970;?as‘ |
adjusted, is reasonable and sﬁduld be1adopted~to«determine;the :
fairness and reasonablemess of the rates}and‘ché#ses.to*b¢f8@Fﬁ°r"

'S. The estimates of revenues, expenses, rate base, and |
resulting rates of returu and the jurisdictional and nonjurisdic--"'
ticnmal allocation of revenues and expenses fox the test year 1970
at present Yates set forth in the table on page 45 of this decision L
are reasonable and should be adopted in this proceeding. IR

6. PGandE should be. authorized to increase~its rates so
that it will bave the oppoxtunity to earm additional revenue
of $S&azzg,000 including_imputed revenue of $172 000 for f

contract service and serviee on. Special rate schedule, as -
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set forth in the table on page 64 at the end of‘ISéue“VI}esdl“ o
that its rate of return on California jurisdicti‘onal oper&tions
will 'be 7.3 percent on the California jurisd:f.ct:.onal race base. of
$2,734,032,000. B o

7. The preliminary statements, rates, ruieeband:regﬁlé-;
tions asuthorized by this Commission as set forth in.Appendix B
hereto ave fafr, just und reas onable. | ‘ | | |

8. No special rate treatment is jusrified]for;rhe“
elderly,-the small user and the nM‘eustomers suchras-the-
Maremonr Foundation housing projects, other than that prov1ded
in the Prelimi.nary statements, rates, rules and regulaticms set:
forth in Appendix B hereto. ’ e

9. The evidence does not show that PGandE s h.....:in& and
employment practices are unlawfully discriminatory.

10. The evidence does not show that. operar.ing :.'.ne...fieiencies
have resulted or will result during the test. year‘1970 from
PGandE's hiringmandnemploymenr practices with respect to ethnic
m:.norities. 3 ‘ S .

11.- PGandE's activities in opposing the £nc1usion of its
Moss Landing pover plant within a proposed incorporation of |
Castroville (1) were intended to avoid increasing operating
e"Pense3 (ad'valorem taxes), . (2) were a. proper exercise of’its |

‘ "°°IP°r8te povers, and (3) do not affect unfavorably the relief
sSought in this proceeding. “w
12. PGan&E'a activities before Federal Stete and Local

SOVernmenral bodies on matters of direct opereting.concern

';,\.have&been Proper1y~accounted for in the determination of

cpaet
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operating expenses for the test year 1970 and the rate of
return on rate base found to be reasonable in this decision.‘ o
13. The request of Northerm California Power Agency that
the Commission persuade PGandE to implement cooperative action
with the Agency is premature, since the Agency has presented |
no specific proposal to PGandE and this Commission for
consideration, , |
Based upon a consideration of the record and" the :
foregoing findings the Commission concludes as follows z -
1. The application of PGandE should be granted to the |
extent set forth in the preceding findings and in the following |
 order and in all other respects should be denied
2. The increases in rates and charges authorized herein o
are justified, | B |
3. The rates and charges authorized' hereinare j‘ust"and |
xeason2ble and present rates and charges insofar as they differ |
therefrom are for the future unjust and unreasonable.

4, A.ll motions consistent with these findings and

conclusions should be granted and those inconsistent therewzth |
should be dem.ed | .

IT IS ORDERED that: | )

1. After the effectivc date of this order, applicant

Pacific Gas and Electrie Con;any is authorized to file rev:.sed; :
tariff sheets, with rates, cl.arges and conditions modified

as set forth in Appendix B at.tached hereto. Such fil:.ng shall'

comply with General Oxder No. 96-A. The effective date of ther_\ o
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A

revised rate schedules shall be.four-deys;after'theodete'ofifilinggi_a7

The revised rate schedules shall eppl.y ouly to ‘service rendered ;¢n,
and after the effective date thereof. | |
2. Within 180 days after the effective date of this order, L
Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall file a study covering service
to schools fncluding load'characteristics, cost studies and other

pertinent data relating to the rate level for such service.»

3. The application of Pacific Gas and E.'Lectr:t.c Compeny- £n all

other respects is denied.

4. All motions consistent with the findi’ngs and?conclus:tons L

set forth above in thi.s decision are grant:ed, and those mconsistent
therewith are denfed. a
The effective date of t:his order shall be t:wenty days after

—

the date herzof. - ' o W
Dated at San Franciseo - , California, this q

day of AJANUARY -, 1971.

| Comisstonor 3o P- o ot participat

) egsarily’ ab*ent ‘
:.:ctho d:aposiuon or um proceodﬂ.nsj

| / i




A.51552 NB

APPENDIX A
Page 1 of 2

List of Appearances

Applicant: F. T. Searls, John C. Morrissey and Jjohn S. Cooper.
for 2acific Gas and Electric Company. ‘

Protesgam:s: Lawrence A. Baskin, for Alameda County Legal Aid
Society; Mrs. Svivia seigel., for Association of Cali ornia
Consumers, Oxville Wright of counsel; Andrew Berger, for himself;
Srace MeDorald, for California Farmer Comsumer Information Com-
mittee, QOxville Wright of counsel; Albin J. Gruhn and Denmis T.
Peacocke, for California Labor Federation, AFL-C10;

Robert Gnaizds and Luey K. McCabe, for California Rural Legal
Assistance, Mexican-Americanm Political Association, and Mexican-
American Legal Defense Fund, William M. Bennett of coumsel;

$ Retty I.. Steen, for Califormia State Council of Carpentexs,
Oxville Wright of counsel; Orville Wright and Alan D. Davidson,
A.ss:.stant; City Attormey, for City of Fresno; Roy W. Hanson ‘
Deputy City Attormey, and Diame M. Lee, for CIiTy of Sam Jose;
W and WilTiam M. Bennett, for City of Seaside,
City o Gonzales, and Castroville Chamber of Commerce; Steve
Slotkow, for Consumers Co-operation Society of Monterey County,
Monterey County Food Bank, Marina Welfare Rights Organization,
Seaside Low-Cost Housing Corporation, Young Adults for Action,
Involved Citizens of Maxina, Seniox Citizens of Monterxey, Over
60 Club, International Assembly of Black Women, Senior Mean's Clud
of Monterey, National Association of Retired Civil Employees,
American Association of Retired Persons (Chapter 97), Woxrld ‘
Waxr I Veterauns & Auxiliary of Monterey Peminsula Barracks No. 634,
Salinas-Alisal Neighborhood Orgamization, Puerto Rican' Soclal
Club, Gonzales Welfare Rights Organization, Soledad Welfare -
ng%}{ts Organization, CRLA Advisory Group, Alisal High S¢hool
E Title I Advisory Group, Warlords, Mexican Estudiants Chi-
canos De Aztlan, M.A.P.A., ard Guadalupanes; Don Rothenmberg, for
himself and Consumers Cooperative of Berkeley, Orville erght of
counsel; Jean L. Walker, for Consumers Cooperative Society of
Palo Alto, Inc., Orville Wright of counsel; William M. Bemnnett,
for Cousumers of Pacific Gas and Electric Company, People Gf toe
State of Califormia, and Consumers Arise Now; Willliam M. Bennett.
Jx., _for Consumers Arise Now; John Allen, Edward C. Burckhardt,
Marvin G. Claitman, Larry S. Cralp, Leéw Geiser, Jumes Gracdjean,
William R. Harmsen, Gary 2orn, 1lph M. Johnson, Bruce Ketromn,
ferrance L. McGowan, Johm .. McGregor, Roger W. Patton, Donald
Prigo, Arthur W. Simon, Hazold Sherwin Small, ihomas George Smith,
%ﬂ, Sharon streicher, Robert M. leets, bEdward lorrico,
aaa Dewey Watson, each for himself and for Consumers Arise Now;

ﬁ;‘:{.u Counity Counsel, by George J. Silvestri, Jr., for County of
in;

arin; Howard E. Gawthrop, for Gouaty of Santa Cruz; Vivian D.
‘%2-30_3_, or > MLAP.A. of Sonoma County, and F.A.P.A.3
Edward Hayes, Jr., and Robert Gnaizda, for East Palo Alto Welfare

sats Urganlzation, Williag M. Beanott of coumscl; H. George
Gerdes, for himself; Poe Haskell, for himself; Alan §. WMaremomt,

Zor Kate Maremont Foundetion; Ruoin Teppexr, for Legal £id Society
of San Mateo County; Florence Tmith and steve Slotkow, for
Monterey County Welfa¥e Organmization; J.—f:'lenrx‘ Glazer, for
National Aerorautics and Space Administration-Ames Rescarch
Center; Elaine D. Climpson and Steve Slotkow, for NAACP; Robext
Gnaizda, for o n Francisco, NAACP Legal Defense Fund,
1fornia Indian Legal Sexrvices, Filipino-American ‘Polit:i.-calp
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APPENDIX A
Page 2 of 2

List of Appearanceé.'

Association, and San Benito County Consumers' Co-op, William M.
Bennett of counsel; Keith Eickman and Dave Jenkins, for Noxthexrm
California Council of the lncernational Longshoremen's and
Warehousemen's Union; Martin MeDomough, for Northernm California
Power Agency; Thomas Malley, for San Francisco Neighborhood Legal
Assistance; Trinidad Montanona and Steve Sletkow, for Salimas
Welfare Rights Organmizatiom; Robert Gunaizda and Ronald J.
Podraza, for San Mateo Consumers and lemants Council, william M.
Benmett of coumsel; Jobhn G. Lyoms, Vaughan, Paul & Lyons, for
South Lake Farms, Stuart Morshead, H & H Farms, Inc., and Kern
Valley Farms; Salvador L. Tavares, for U.A.W. Northern Califormia

Comxurity Actionm Council; David W. Salmon, for Western Conferxence
of Teamsters; Orville Wright, for bimseLt.

Interested Parties: Mark L. Kermit, for Board of Supervisors of
Cont.:ra Costa County; William L. Knecht and R. O. Bubbard, for
California Farm Bureau Federatiom; brobeck, Phleger & Harrisom,
by Gordon E. Davis and Robert N. Lowxry, for California Manufac-
turers Association; Martin M. Eisenmberg, for himself; Darrell D.
mx himself and Marin Coalition; Manfred Hans Mikelenms,

or himself: Dr. Osterloh and Marta Osterioh, fox ChemselLves; '
Thomas M. O'Commor, City Attormey, William C. Taylor and Edward J.
Nevin, Deputy City Attorneys, and Robert R. Laughead, Rate Engi-
neex, for City and County of Sam Framcisco; Michael Rourke =
Downey, for City of Santa Clara; Frank A. Quinm, for 0. 5. Equal
Empioyment Commission; Harcld Gold, Gerald Depkin and Stuart R.
Foutz, for Departmeat of Defemse and Other Executive Agencies of
the United States of America; Arthur H. Sulliger, for Valley .
Nitrogen Producers, Inc.; Stuart X. Foutz, counsel, for Western
Division Naval Facilities Enginecering Command. ‘

Commission Staff: William C. Bricca and John S. Fick, Counsel, o
Manley W. Edwards, Genexal Divisiou Engimeer, aund John J. Gibboms. -
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APPENDIX B
RATES - PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
Applicantts ra:bes charges e.nd conditions are changed t.o the 1evel or

extent set forth in this appendbc
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Modify as proposed in Sectior B I of Exhibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552 excepb
revise the wording of the second paxagraph of Section 7 to read as follows.

"The Utility will reduce its electr:.c rates to rei'lect any rate
reduction in Schedules Nos. G-55 and G-55.1 of its Gas Department by reasen of .
(1) X1 Paso Natural Gas Compony rate reductions for contingent offset charges, or

(i:)u- Pacific Gas Transmission Company rate reductions for contingent offset
charges.”

SCHEDULES NOS. A=1, A—-’Z, A=3, A=l and A=5
RATES

Per Meter Per Morth & D
Al A-2 A=3 . A= ASS '

Single—Phase Service: _ | I
Customer Charge $o».50“y $0-60$0.65$O. 70 $O.85

Energy Charge (in addition to the
Customer Charge):

Myst lOOkwhr por kwhr
Next 200 kwkr, per kwhr
Next. 700kwhr' per kwhr
Next 2;000 kwhr, per kwhr

3000kwhr per kwhx

Lebg L\"-7¢A, ' 9¢
40 43 53}
3.7 40 Lgf
2‘.0‘ 2.0 O, :

¥But not less than 65¢ per month per Icva. of connected weldor J.r-ad “
Polyphase Service: . ' L o ‘

ppULE
qwﬁmg

1)

The Siﬂsle-pha.se rate plus $1.00 per meter per month. - |

Miniman Charges . C$1.50 $1.6o $1. 65 $17o $l.85

*But not less than 65¢ per month per kva of connocted weldor load
and per horsepower of polyphase cornected motor lead.

APPLICABILITY, TERRITORY_AND SFECTAL GONDITION |
Yodify as proposed in Section B IT of Exuibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552.
SCEEDULE No. A=12 o | | '

Es‘tabl:ush a new General Service Schedule No. A-12 a3 proposed in Section B 'I ol -
Exhdbit No. 4 to Application No. 51552 except modify Rates.as. i‘ollows and add: the
Sollowing clause to the last senmtence of Special Condition 3, "reseneny 35 SuCh ‘
days are specified in Pu'bl.'z.c Law 90343 (U-S C.A. Section 6103) S \ S
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First 6,000 kvwhr, or less .
MJ.emosaovan,OOOMr: S E
First 100 kwhr per kw of. b1lling demand, per kwhr
Next 200 kwhr per kw of billing demand, per kwhr
Al excess, per kwhr : _
Minimam Charge: _ o
$167.50 per month but not less than $1.00 per kv of b

SCHEDULE No. A-13

== , | - Per Meter
Demand Charge: S  Per Month =

First 1,000 kw of billing demand: - $1,500.00°

Over 1,000 lovr of billing demand, per kw 00

Evergy Charge (in addition to the Demand Charge): | o _
H.rsthOkwhrperlc»rofbﬂlingdema.nd; per kwhr - 1.22¢
Next 200 kwhr per kw of billing demand, per kwhr - 72
ALl excess, per kwhr ' o - 65

Minimum Charge: _
The Demand Charge constitutes the Minimum Charge..

APPLICABILITY, TERRITORY AND SPECTAL CONDTTTONS

Modify as proposed in Section B II of Exhibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552 -
except modify Speciel Conditions Nos. 1 and 3 as follows. o R
Lo cece.. that in cases where the use ofv_energy' is.,:’.nte’rmit’te‘nt
or subject to violent fluctuations, either a- S-minute or a
Lo-minute interval may be used. - _ : , ‘

30 eenn. Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day, as said days. are:
specified in Public Taw 90-363 (V.S.C.A. Section 6103, SR

SCEEDULE No., A-14

' | . PerMeter .
Demand Charge: ' - .. PerMonmth' -
- First 4,000 kw of billing demand: SR a,BOQ’-OQ}_f
Over 4,000 kw of b{1ling demand, per kw - .95

Znergy Charge (in addition to the Demand Charge) . C
Pirst 100 kwhx per kw of billing demand, per kvhr 15
Next 200 kwhr per kw of billing demand, per kwhr 700
A1) excess, per kwhr - _ ] S0

Mirdimum Charge: S
The Demand Charge constitutes the M:Lnimum Charge.

:“:Ijn‘s v'd.E‘l‘:. 5‘. i. / .‘ ) Ol
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APPLICABILITY, TERRITORY AND SPECIAL CONDITTONS

Nodify as proposed in Section B II of Exhibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552
except modify Special Conditions Nos. 1, 3 and 9 as follows. S
1. «.cc.. that in cases wherc the use of energy is intermittent

or subject to violeat fluctuations, either a S-minute or a
Lo-minute interval may be used. ' : -

Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day, as said days aro
specified in Public Law $0-363 (U.5.C.A. Section 6103) -
9. Emergy Charge (in addition to the Demand Cha'rge):‘:"'

Pirst 450 kuhr per kv of excess ma:d.niuni’demnd,: per month:
Included in Demand Charge : - -

ALl over 450 Xwhr pei' kw of excess demand per month:

SCHEDULE No. A-15 o
RATES. . PemMeter . . -
- - v PerMonmth. v A
Customer Charge: S 0 Zo A

Energy Charge (in addition %o the Custamer Charge):

First = 50 kwhr, per kwhr -

Next - 150 kwhr, per kwhr

Next  -800 kwhr, per kwhr

Next 2,000 kwhr, per kwhr

Next 12,000 kwhx, per kwhr

ALL over 15,000 kwhr per meter per month: -
First 50 kwhr per kw of billing demand, per kwhr
Next. 150 kwhr per kw of billing demand, per kwhr -
ALl excess, per kwhr ‘ '

Mizdmum Chaxge: The Customer Charge constitutes the Minimum Charge,
except where motors (exclusive of lamp socket appliances) aggregating
more than 5 hp are commected, in which case the total minimum charge
will be $1.25 per zonth. per hp. S ‘

APPLICABILITY, TERRITORY AND SFECTIAL CONDITIONS

Modidy as. proposed in Section B IT of Exhabit No. 4 to Application No. 51552. .
SCREDULE No. A~16 R i

RATES. - : - o Per Meter ..~ . !
First 150 kwhr, per lwhr - o S (AT I
Next 150 kwhr, per kwhr : o S B00
ALl excess, per kwhr - ‘ S _ _ o 2300
(a) Lighting only | 8160
(b) Lighting, cooldng, and power \ .60
Plus, for all connected loads-in excess of B
3 kw of heating and coclding, or 3 hp of power, . ..
por kw or per hp. , ' , _ . 0.80 -
(¢) Power only S R O
Plus, for all comnected loads in excess of 2 hp, per hp 0.80 .

-
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APPI.ICA.BIIII’!‘PTERRITOHY AND SPECIAI. CONDTITION

Modify as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. L'to. Appl;.ca.tion No.. 51552.
SCHEDULE No. A-18

Modiiy as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Applica.tion No. 51552
except modify Special Conditions 3 and 5 as follows. 2

3. Change "Standard Burker Fuel Oil" te "Chevron Industnal
Tuel Oil on October 28, 1970r.

Se ceveae I’ha.nksg;.ﬁng Day and Christmas Day as sa:.d days ‘
are specified in Public Law 90-363 (U’.S C.A. Sect:lon 6103) .

SCHEDULE No. A-30

The existing Schedule No. A-30 is cancelled and replaced by Schedule No. A-60-as -
Proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to- Application No. 51552 except. delete
the last sentence of the applicability clauses. - T

SCI-IEDUIE Ne. A jl

The existing Schedule No. AB-31 is cancelled and replaced by Schedule No. A-61. as’
proposed In Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Applicaticn No.: 51552 eoccept modii‘y
the last sentence of the applicability clause as follow:v - a

APPLICABILITY

"In the S:.slciyou and Trin:.ty Comnty areas this schedulo is applicable o::ﬂy o

custoners of record on _ who thereafter. nm.nta:!n co:xtinuous
service at the same location under this schedule.”

SCHEDULE Nos. AS-). and HS-1

The existing Schedules Nos. AS-1 and HS=L are cancelled a.nd repla.ced by Schedule
No. A-62 as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552
except modify RATES and the second aentence in Applicabﬂity as follows- B

APPLICABILITY

"This schedule is applicable only to customers of record on |

who thereafter maintain comtinuous service at the same location under this '
schedu.'l.e" ‘ ,

 rerdster

Energy Charge: - | T PerMonth__:

First 13 kwhr; or less

Next 37kwhr per lowhr
Neexct . 200kwbr' “per kwhr
Next, 500kwhr -per’ kwhr
Next. ,750kwhr' per kwhr.
Over- 2500kwhr perkhd:r'

Rate B (in addition to Ra:te A)'
EnergyCharge-r : : '
First 300 kwhr; per kwhr
Over 300kwhr, perkwhr
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RATES—Contd.
Mindemum Charge:

mindmom hereunder shall be $1.60 per month plus $0.55 per
kilogzt of totalagzgzgected load in-excess of two kilowatis or two horse-
power other than lighting, provided, however, that the minimum charge in ‘
excess of $1.60 per month will not apply dwring billing perdods in which
0o energy is used. : o e

SCHEDUIE No. A=4O

Yodify as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552. .
SCEEDULE No. A-ll -

Yol4ify as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552 -
except modify Special Condition 3 as follows: S

3« «eev.. and wnder a contract for service for a period of 5 years
have demands ignorsd which occur between 10:30' P.M. and 6—:30 A:M- |
of the follicwing cay axd on Swdays s2d the follewing holidays: |
New Year?s Doy; Wechington's Bivihday, Memorial-Day, Independence
Day; Labor Doy, Veterans! Day, Thantsziving Day, aad Christmas
Day, as such days are specified in Public Law 90-383 (U.S.C.A.
Section 6103). . . S

SCHEDULES Nos. D=1, D-2, D=3, Df and D=
RATES

__Por MoterPerMomth - -
DL D% D_ Dk Db
Customer Chazge: - %0.50° $0.60°  $0.65 $0.70.50.85.
Evergy Charge (in addition to | T s
the Customer Charge):

First = 50 kwhr, per kwhr A0
Nexct 50 kwhr, per kwhr 3.0
Next 100 kwhr; per kwhr 1.8 - o - e o
Next. 100 kwhr, per kwhr - 1.6 1.6 - Ak e R
Next 700 kwhr, per kwhr 15 1.5 Lo e l.3 '

Over 1,000 kwhr, per kwhr 1.3 W3 s L3

APPLICABYLITY, TERRITORY AND SPECTAL CONDTTION

Y42y s proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Appldcstion No. 51552. .
. SCHEDUIE Ne, D-30 - - "

The existing Schedule No. D-30 is cancelled and replaced bx Schedule No. D-693-s o
proposed in Section B IT of Evhibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552 except delete
Special Condition and the second sentence of the App]icabth-_‘ ‘ : R

SCHEDULE No. Deii0

Yodified ae proposed in Section B IT of Exuibit No. 4 to *Appliéamﬁ Mol 51552
SCEEDULE Yo DZ o R

Modify as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Application No. 5"...552. o

5=
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SCHEDULE No. DM

*  RATES

The rate of the single i‘am.ly domestic service schedule, a.ppl‘ﬁ.cable :Ln the

s ter‘-itory in which the oulti-family accomodation is: located. modii’ied as fonoww- .

Customer Chargr No cha.nge.
.Energy Cha.rge (3n addition to the Customer Cha.rge)

The Jeilowatt hours for all blocks shall be nmltiplied by the~ number B

of residential dwelling units and/or trailer spaces wired .for: aervﬁ.ce, oo
except that the Lirst 25 kilowatt houra per it of the first block .

‘ should be billed at the rate of the Lirst block iand the, remainder of tho

‘first block shall be bﬁ.'u.od at the rate of the second block..

mmmm.m' mm ORY AND SPECIAL CONDTTTONS ._~.l¢ :; it

Modi..‘y as propoaed so Section B II of Exhibit No L to- Application No. 53-552
‘excopt modify Specia.l Cond..tion No. 2 as rollows.~

2. In detem.nat:.on of the miltiplier it is the respons:x.b:.l:.ty
of the customer:té advise the Utility withinils days. <
following any change in the number:of: residentiol dwe...,.:.ng
wnits and trailer spaces m.red fox- sexvice.

SCHEDUTE No. el -

RATES - Per Meter: . .. T
L - ':PGT‘ Ifonth . -
Energy Charge: o . o e .
Pirst 150, kwhr, per kwhr : = S 560¢

Next S50-kwhr, per kwhr S A /

AL excess lmbr por kb | N R 150

Minirnan Charge - Monthly basis:

. $4.00 per month for the first 7.,1cw or less of the connected :
1oad plus 35¢ per-kw per month for any additional, commected: 1oad- L
“provided, however, that space heating applisnces shall not be.
“.conciderud as a.ctive connected load ‘in computirz bills on mvter
readings subsequent to Vay 1 and; prn.or to Novemver 1. ’

. Optiona.l Arinual Ivﬁ.n:.mm Charge-

Upon application by the customcr the Utility wﬂl put. the
mindmum charge on an annual basis of $48.00 per annum for the
T first 7 Xw or less:of connected load, plus $4.00 per amnun for
. . each additionmal lcilowatt; provided the customer signs & conmtract =
7t . for service for a period of not less than one yoar. The Company = .
. reserves the right to, il the a.nnua.'l. minimum ch.arge proporta.on— o
C a.tely throug,hoxxb the ywear '

- !Ammszmm TERRTTORY AND’ "SPECTAL CONDITIONS

*ﬂod..i}r as" propos»d An Sectn.on B II of l-'bm:i.bxt No A. to A'opla.catn.on No. 51552
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SCHEDULE Yo 15-1
Rms |

Bm:ni:ng Schedule ‘ ‘ AJJ.—Nighb Midm.gl'rt AJ.l-Night R N
Norxrinal Lamp Rating - - o |
Incandescent - “Lamps. _ ‘ N

- 600 Lxmens or less v LS. oo* :!. 80* S
1,000 1umens. L2200 195
2,500 Tumens . 330 / 295855
L.,OOO'lumens , o e« ERC ¥ L IR
6,000 Tumens. : | - A0 a Q0 -

10,000 Lumens | o 6.35. . - 530% 5.
15,000 lmns' . .20 6.60*' ‘

Memury Va.por Lamps
Watts  Lumens | . | R TR
175 73500 . ,. $3.85 ‘ 3-30* o ‘
250 - 130000 - o -65; ©3.95%0 3,85
400 21‘ 000 . 6.20° o 5,008 5.20" .
700 37,000 o 10.40 . B.60¢ . 8.60
1,000 57 000 vl3‘.05 S 10, 80* . B -05

¥Service under rates-marked with an asterisk and service covered by
Special Condition 3, except service for extended all-night burning
schedules as prov::.ded under Special Condition 3, are limited t.o
gtreet lights in service wmder such rates as of May 15, 1966

APPLICABILITY TERRTTORY AND SPECTAL CONDITIONS

Rat_pgr Iamp ‘par Month

Modily as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. Z.. to Apphcation No. 51552

SCEEDUIE No. 1S-2
RATES

: Rate ;oer Lay_p _per Month .
Class _ A ¢
: Utility supplies Utﬂ:m:y supplies . Ut:.lity supplies : o
energy and switch- energy, switching, energy, mtching, o

Ing sexrvice only and majntenmance . ' and maintenance: v

service for la.mps sexrvice. for entim

and; glaasware ~ system Including’ SRR

» 'lamps andgl&ssuare-, R

Burning Schedule m-Night M.‘S.dnight All—Night I\ﬁdnight AJ.'L-N:!.gh’t Midnigat e

Fominal, Lamp Rating:
Incandescent. Lamps .

lOOOlmmor less $ .55 $ 45 $1
»000 lumens 1.20 - .95 1.
A,OOO Jumens . 1.80 140 2

3.

L

6

00 $ 5 $3..35-_ .‘ .$l-0‘5>
A5 1.85 -75" o205
15 RALO . BuB5 . 2,700 .
70 3.50 . 5000 3.85 .
L5 L7500 685 5.5

6,000 lumens - 2.55 1.95
10,000 lumens . 3.95 3.00°
15,000 lwmers 5.50 hods
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RATES (Cont)

onivg Sohetule All-Nghe Mitnign Ve Mamgn KMt Mige

low Fressure

Sodium Vapor Lamps

10,000 lumens $1..90

High Pressure

Sodixm Vapor Lampai- :

Watt: Iumens -
400 46,000 ‘ - - -

Rate per I.amp _per Month
A B

ALL-Night Midnight All-Night' Midnight AJJ.-N:.ght Midnight IR

Metal Halide Lamps
Indtial,
Watts Lumens

400 3030000 - $3.20
1,00 90,000 725

Mexcury Vapor -I‘ainps '
Toitial
Watts

175 3 1.70. .35 T 2.10 1
250 : 2.25  1l.80 2.75. 2.
400 3.25 255 378 2.
- 700 000" 225, 4L.00  6.55 L
1,000 7.40 5.65 8.95 6

55 A5 k95
APPLICARYLITY, TERRITORY AND SPECIAL comrrzons | | o

Modify as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit Ne. 4 to Apphcation No. 51552
except modify the fourth sentence of Special Condition No. 1 as follows and
delete reference to Rule 15.1 in Speca.al Condition No. 10.

"Single-phase service from 480 volts sources will be available
in certain areas at the option of the Utility when this type-
of service is practical frozn the Utility's mgineer:mg s‘ca.ud-
point.” O

SCHEDULE No. . Is-ﬁ]
RATES o
Energy Charge: _

For the first 20 kw or less of connected .'Load. : ‘
3.9¢ per lodhr for first 150 kwhr per month per kw connected
0.9¢ per kwhr for all in excess ‘

For all comnmected load in excess of the first 20 kw:

3.2¢ per kwhr for first 150 kwhr per month per kw. connected
0.9¢ per kwhr for aJJ. in excess
Service Charge (in addition to the Exergy Cha.rge) :

$4.00 per month for each service connection to a aepa.ra.te
c:xcuit of the customer. . :

65 . 260 2. os:}_\_-: RN
15 . 3.5 CRds
95 425 . 335 .
.80 705 . 5250
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APPLICABTLITY, TERRTTORY AND SFECTAL comrr;oms | o
Modify as proposed in Section B II of Exhibit No. z. to Appln.cation No. 51552. o
SCHEDULE No. IS-4 |
RATES. |

A.51552

Energy Charge. o
For the first 20 kw or less of connccted loa.d

3.9¢ per kwhr for first 150 kwhr per month per o connec‘tod
0.9¢ pexr lwhr for all in excess

For all comnected load in excess of the first 20 kw:

3.2¢ per kwhr for first 150 kwhr per month per kw connected
0.9¢ per kwhr for all in excess

Service Charge (in addition te the Energy Cha.rge)

$4.00 per month for each service commection t.o a separate
cixewdit of 'the cusbomr.

Note: The Egergy Charge shall be based on a connected load of
} notlessthanlkw. .
l

APPLICABEITY ', TERRTTORY AND SPECTAL CONDITIONS

Modify as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Appucatmn No. 51552
except modily the second and fourth sentence of Special Condition No. L, the
fourth and fifth sentence of Special Condition No. 2 as follows and delete
reference to Rule 15.1 in Special Condition Ne. 3.

1. ...... Multiple current will normally be supplied at

120/240 volts*, single phase. ...... Single—phase service
from 480 volt sources will be available in certain areas

at the option of the Utility when this type of service is
practical from the Utility's engineering standpoint.

ereeee When LEO volt service is desired by the customer,
energy will be supplied from overhead facilities at

480 volts single-phase for an intercomnected group of |
lamps provided the total commected lozd. of the inter—
cornected &roup of lamps to be 50 served is not less
than 8 kw. TFor a customer-owned interconnected system
of less than & kw but not less than 2 kw, energy will be
supplied at 120/240 volts wnless the customer peys the
additional cost of a L8O volt supply.

SCHEDULE No. 1S-30

The existing Schedule No. IS-30 is csncelled and mplaced by’ Schedule No. LS-éO
as proposed in Sect:.on B II of Ibcbibit No. 4 to Applica.tion No. 51552 .

The e:n.st.:.ng Schedule No. 1S-31 is cancelled and replaced by Schedule No- 18-61
as proposed in Sec‘tion B II of Exhibit No. 4 to Appl:.cation No. 51552. co

.u“
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SCHEDULE No. OL-1

PATES

PerlMomth. = o
175 vatt mercury vapor lamp o $1~-25
400 watt mercury vapor lamp : ‘ . 670/ R -
APFLICABTLITY, TERRITORY AND SFECTAL CONDITIONS - |
Yodify as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. A‘to-‘ApPli@_ti‘m\Nd"‘. 51552f"‘,
SCHEDULE No. P-) “ | | o o

- A ~ Monthly Basis:

Energy Charge: Rate E‘ 'r Jowhr fdr MbnﬁhQ.y_‘Cbnsﬁmgt_’ioh of - . |
' First 50 ©Next 50 Next 150 ALl over
Comnected Load in hp kwhr whx - kwhr. . 250 Jowhor

pgcho  perlhp pertp perhp
2 = 9.9 hp 5.25¢ 15¢. 1804 1.2 1
20 - 24.9 np L0 2.700 145 L2 L
25 hp and over 3.90 2.45 L350 LA

Mondmm Charge: ‘ . . Per'hp. @
j © 'Per Momth: ' .
Fixrst 50 hp of comnected load o $L.25
ALl over 50 hp of comnected load , 8
The minimm charge will be accumulative amually. _ TR

B - Annval Basis: o
‘Per hp A

Derand, Charge: I . PerYear'

First 10 hp of comnected load S $8.40°

AllL over 10 hp of comnected load 5.90

The demand charge is payable in five equal S o
monthly installmenmts.

Inergy Charge (in addition to the Demand Charge):
The energy rates applicable to Rate A above. | | o
Note: The Mindmum Charge in Rate A and the Demand’ Charge in Rate B shall

be based on a commected load of at least 2 hp for single—phase
service ard at least 3 hp for threc-phase service.. - . ‘

APPLICABTLITY, TERRTTORY AND SPECTAL CONDITIONS

Modify as proposed in Seetion B IT of Bxhibit No. L to Application No. 51552
except nodify the last sentence of Applicability as follows: - C

"This schedule is applicable only to customers of record om
who thereafter maintain continuwous service .
at the same lncation wnder this schedule”. C L :
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SCHEOULE Ne. P-3.

RATES -

Rate por kwhr for Monthly Consumption- = -
‘ _per Jw of Billing Demand - "~ - .-
| First  Next - Next. Adlover. .
Billing Demand 100 kwhr  100-kwhr - 100 kwhr - 300 kwhx .
o _ Jper kw - - _per lw = _per-kw . _perkw. .
19-37 : | 3.4 1700 l.25 - LS )
38-7 3.5 14500 (12500 1.000 0
75 and over 2.70 L1350 LS
Minimom Charge: _ T : e

$58.00 per monmth for the £irst 40 kw or less di‘“tﬁd bﬂling}demé.ndﬁf B
Plus $1.00 per kw for any excess, accumulative arnually. ’ ‘

- APPLICABITTTY, TERRTTORY AND SPECYAL CONDITIONS

e o A b R T B AL AT B s

Modify as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552
excopt modify the last sentence of Applicability as follows: o _'

"This schedule is applicable only to customers of i-_ec'ord‘ on .
who thereafter maintain cortinuous serwvice:
at the sams Jlocation under this schedule".
SCEEDULE No. P-5 '

RATES

Energy Charge:

Connected Toad in hp

2= 9.9
lO—» 2L.9
25-49.9
50- 99.9°
100-249.9
250-499.9 : B L XY AR
500 and over ' 3.20 L05 L35

Minimm Charge: $3.30 per month for the first 2 hp plus $1.65 perbp. .
per zonth for the-next 48 hp plus $1.05 per hp per month for excess;
provided, however, that when the primary use of power is seasonal or -

intermittent, the minimun charge may at the option of the customer be
made accurmilative over a 12-month perdod. S

APPLICABYLTTY, TERRITORY AND SPECTAL CONDTTIONS

Modify a3 proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Applicstion No. 51552.
SCREDULE No. P8 | S |

Modify as' proposed in Section'B IT of Exhibit No. L to Application Né‘f-l- :‘51'.5'52574 e
gxx:ep; ﬁdﬁ‘y'm«tﬁc Rate ‘I, Electric Rate II, Special Condition Nos. 3 and’®
as follows: S : : o St i
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ELECTRIC. RATE I -

v etan

Deman Charge: ‘ 0 PerMemh - . -

First 1,000 o of billing demand- | o $1500.oo:1'~*”

Over 1,000 kw of billing demand, per kw : o 1.00-
Energy Charge (in addition to the Demand Cha.rge)': - |
First 100 kubr per kw of billing demand, per kwhr 122
Next 200kwhrperkwo£bﬂ.h.ngdemand perkwhr;" o - WTR
ALL excess, porkwbr . W65
Iﬁ.nim Charge-' |
_ The Demand Charge constitutes tha }ﬁ.nimum Cha.rge :
ELECTRIC RATE I |

Dema.ndnCharge:

First 4,000 kw of billing demand:
Ovexr LOOOkwoi‘bn.]J.ingdema.nd perkw'

Zrergy Charge (in addition to the Demand Charge)
Tirst 100 kwhr per kw of billing demand: per kwhr
Next 200 kwhr per kw of billing demand perlcwhr
AL excess, per kwhx

M:.n:imm Charge:

The Demand Charge constitutes the ”Iin:imum Cha.rge o

SFECIAL CONDITION No. 3

Maxdmum Demand: The macimum demand eeve...) proxd.ded that n.n
cases where the use of energy is intermittent or subject to

violent nuctuations either a S-m:.nute or a lS-m:Lnute intewal
may be used. :

SPECTAT, CONDITION No. S

Off Peak Demand: All customers m.ll for bﬂ.‘].:.ng purposes have
maximem demands ignored which occur betwaen 10:30 P.M. and - .
6:30 A.M. of the following day and on Sundays and the following
holidays: New Year's Day, Washington's Birthday, Memorial. Day,
Independence Day, Labor Day, Veterans! Day, Thanksgiving Day and

-Christmas Day as such days are spec:.f:!.od in Public Law 90-363
(U.S.C.A. Secticn 6103).

SCEEDULE No. P-30

The existing Schedule No. P-30 is cancelled and replaced by Schedule No. P-60 as"

proposed in Section B II of Exhibit No. 4 to:Application No. 51552 ‘except. deletej:. -

the last sentence of Applicability and modify the last: sentence :x.n the second
paragraph of Special Condition No. 4(b) as follows- ,

SPECIAL CONDITION No. A.(b)

Demaxd i‘or insta.]_'l.at:.ons % on Sundays and the i‘ollom.ng
holidays: New Year's Day, Washington's Birthday, Memorial Day, ‘
Independence Day,lLabor Day, Veterans! Day, Thanicsgiving Day .
and Christmas Day, as said days are specified :f.n Public I.a.w
90-363 (U.S.C.A. Section 6103)." |
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SCHEDULE No. PA=l

RATES
A = Connected lLoad Basis
B - Maxdimnum Demand Basis

Energy Charge in Addition to- the Service Chargo ‘. s
Pate per lcwh;;per hb or kw per year L

Comnected Load in hp Annual First . Next . - Al Over
. Service Ch. 1000 kwhr 2000 Yohr - 2000 kb
Billing Demand in lew per hp or lw per hp or kv~ per hp cr o pex‘ hv or kw

2= 49 $9.=2 2.o2_* - o 9&:

5= 1.9 7.92 193 ‘0-90»:. T
L5~ 49.9 7.14 ‘ 1.5 0.9, . .
50- 99.9 - 6,36 1.4 ‘ _0498.},* T
100-249.9 5.76 143 : 0 9v‘_ L
500 and  over 5.16 1.31 C0u88

Mo

e ...‘_k.“r-—‘.-._,..‘f., - ’

Mérdimum Charge:

The mirdmum charge shall be the ammual service ,ch_arge-

APPLICABILITY, TSRRITORY AND SFECTAL CONDITIONS

Modify as proposed in Section B II of Exhibit No. 4 to Applicat:x.on No-. 51552
excert modify 'the word "increases" to "cha.n.ges" in Spec:!.a.l Condition 9.

Add a now special condition:

13. Credit for Ownership of Transformer by Customer: Customers L
operating installations having a comnected load of 50 hp. or over .
and owning the tramsformers supplying such installations as of . .
effective date of schedule will be a].'l.owed the fol.'Lowing cred:.tS'

Size of ‘ ‘ Annua.l Cred:x.t per hp. oi“,' f
Ipstallation : Connect.ed Ioad

S0 perd
50 per hp.

.90 per bp. .

, .80 per hp._'

Ix those cases wbere the customer's motor operates. at the voltage' S
at which the service is metered, no credit for customer ownership:. -
of transformers will be allowed on the connected load of such. motor.
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SCEEDULE No. S-1
- -PerMeter . ..
Stand-by Charge: _ , "~ Per Month Lo
First 25 kw of contract ca.p&city, perkw  $210
Next 100 kw of contract capacity, per kw. 1.58 .

Over 125 kw of comtract capacity, per kw : 1.26
Mivdmom Stand-by Charge ‘ 25.00

Demand and Energy Cha.rges (in a.dd:.t:.on to the Stand-by Charge)

The regular schedules applicable, including the minimum charges
and all other provisions of said 3chedules.

APPLICABILTTY, TERRITORY AND SPECIAL CONDITIONS

¥odify as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Appl:z.ca.t:a.on No. 51552
except delete the third sen‘oence of Special Condition 5. ‘

SCHEIDUIE No. TC~1

- Per Meter . | . .
- Pex Month’- L

Service Chérge: : - e
For each Service Comnection S $l 25

Energy Charge (4in addition to the Serv:!.ce Charge) o J+3¢ : '. R
AL Yodbr, per ko -

Méngmm Cha.rge: $1.25 per month -
APPLICABILITY, TERRITORY AND SPECIAL CONDTI'IONS

Modify as proposed in Section B IT of Exhibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552

except modify Special Condition L as follows and delete rei‘erence to Rule 15.1
in Special Conchtion é.

1. Type of Service: Energy will normally be supplied at
120/240 volt single-phase service (120/208 wolts star
in certain localities) unless the customer pays the
additional initial cost of a 480 volt supply. However,
service from 480 volt sources from underground systems
will be made available only for new service commections
at the option of the Utility when this type of service
is practical from the Utility's engineering sta.ndpoint. =

INCEX OF COMMUNTITIES AND RATE ZONING MAPS

Modify to reflect rate area zoning as proposed in Section C of Eb:hibm No. Za to.
A'aplication No. 51552.

SCREDULES Nos. Db, D-el, D—22, D-zg, D=2y, D-2§‘, D—51,
DP=3, DF=l, DS~1, DB-10

The existing schedules are to be cancelled and m.thdrawn and the customers -

transterred to tho applicable Domestic Schedule as proposed i Debibit: No. b to" P
: App.l.:.ca.t:z.on No. 51552. .
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scmums Nos. DA-l to DA-4, DT

Tho exi.s'ting schedules are to be cancelled and withdrawn snd the customers |
transferred to Nult...-Famﬁy Serr.ice Schedule No. DM

SCHEDULES Nos. DP-1 and DP-2

The existing schedules are to be ca.nce?..'l.ed and withdrawn and the customers :
transferred to Domest.ic Service Schedule No. D-60. :

SCHEDULES Neos. A-6, A=21, A-22, A-Qz, A-?J.», A-}l, A-El,,
A=52, AB-30, AF-2 CP-l, CP=2, CP=3, 1P=1, LP-2, LP-3,

LPF=1 E-_'('h P2l, P-23 FF-3

The e:cisting schedules are to be ca.ncollod and wa.thdrawn and the customers

transferred to the applicable General Service Schedulo as proposed in E:chibit
No. 4 to. Application No. 51552. (

SCHEIDUI.E No. AB-15

The e:cﬁ.st:._.g Schedule AB-15 i3 cancelled and withdrawn and the customez-s are
tracsferred.to Ot:tdoor Area. Lighting Service Schedule No. OL~l. .

SCF.'&DUIES Nes. H—QO H_30 H-51

The existing schedules are cancelled and withdrawn and the customers are .
.ra.nsi‘e'*red to Hea.ting a.nd Coold.ng Sched.'ulo No. H=l.

SCHEDULES Nos. P-7. P=21, P22 PP-1, PF.l, P=30 ' _ -~

The existing schedules are cancelled and withdrawn and the customers are . -
transforred to the applicable General Power Schodule as. proposed :Ln Ebch:i.‘oit N . &
to Application No. 51552- ‘ _ :

SCHEDULES Nos. PA~3. PA-J,, PA-6 PA_’L PF-&,

The e:d.sting schedules are to be cancelled and w:.thdrawn and the custcmers
transferred to Agricvltura.l Power Schedule No. PA-l.

SCHEDULES Nos. S-2 R=20, S~20

The existing :schedules are cancelled and withdrawn a.nd tho customars are
transferred to Stand-By Service Schedule No. S-1.

SPECIAL_CONTRACTS WITH J. RAMON SOMAm AND PAICENES COMPANY. {

The contracts are cancelled and the customers transferred to Agricultura.l Power '
Schedule No. PA~l or Ceneral Serv-ice Schod'ule No. A-]3. o

SCHEDULE No. 1S-57

The existing Schedule No. LS-57 is to be cancelled . and mthdrawn and the _
custoners transferred to Street and Highway I.ig,hting Schedule No. I.S-l. e
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SPSCIAL CONTRACT RATES FOR INTERRUPTIELE SERVICE TO.
AMES LABORATORY AND STANFORD LINEAR ACCELERATOR CENTER

Demand Charge:

On-Peak Demand, - per kw per month $0.7'8w
Cff-Peak Demand, per kw per month $0.25 ..

Energy Charge:

First 300 kuhr per kw of Demand, per kwhr .57

A1l over 300 kwhr per kw of Demand, per kwhs -50¢
Minimm Charge for SLAC:

POSE Pacility Charge . $13,9%0.00 permes . - -
Eoetgy Compozent L perlobn




