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181i36 Decisi.on No. ________ _ 

"<'. 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES C~JMISSION OF THE STATEOFCA.LIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC CAS AND ) 
El..ECTlUC COMPANY for authority, ) 
among other things~, to 1nc~ease ), 
its ~ates and charges for ) 
electric .s~rv1ee. ) 

) 
(Electric) ) 

App11cationNo. '51.552" , 
(Filed' December', 1:50) 1969) " 

(Appearances sre listed' in Appel1d1x A)' 

0;', 

o P IN. I ON -----------
The applicant Pacific Gas .:md.-Electric Compa:ly'~.(he-.c:e!nafter 

" " : 

sometimes called PGandE) filed its eppl;cat1on for authority to 

increase its rates for electric service' on. December: 15,'19'69. A 

technical amendment to correct clerical eXTorZW4S filed;: ,December 31,. 
'I •.••• 

1969.Tbe proposed changes in rate schedules su'l>ject d>':'this' Coni­

missio:l's jur1sd:tct1on according to ,the appl:tcatiort .woule: produce 
, , ''', 

g::'oss operating. =evenues of $778-,296,000' during the test year 19i'C» 
, . , 

~ increase of $67,437,000 over gross operating revenues ~t ,present 

rates, aDd ~ r&te ofretu..~, of 7.807. on a depreciatedx:ate'base of . 

$27 752,)'242)000. 

Altogether 47 d~ys of hear1'Og were held before ao.s:tgnec!, ' 
.' ": 

Commiss.ioner Moran, Corn:n!ssioner Sturgeo:l' andl or EY~ne= Cline,. of' 

which 42 days were in San Francisco,. two dcys. in Monterey and' one 

each in Fresn0 7 Eureka: and Red B1\.u£. Some 118 CX4;,ibits'weX'e i~t'ro­

dueed 1nto evidence, 'and there were 5,331 peges of t=s.nscript' .... Fo\:l: ... 
• " ,t'", >, • 

teen opening briefs were filed on. or before Sepeembe!:' 22) 1.97ci~·'by: ' 

'Che following. parties: 
'" " 

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PGandE). 

2. Co:nm!ssion staff (Staff). 
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3. The California Farm Bureau Federation (Farnt Bureau) ~ 

4. California Labor Federa.tion (AFL-CIO) .. 

>. California Manufacturers Associat:£.on (CMA). 

6. California bral Legal Assistance (CRl.A). 

7.. City and County of San Francisco (San Francisco):. 

8.. Association of California Consumers 
CalifOrnia Fa=mer-Consumer Information Committee 
Consumers. Coo~rative of Berkeley, Inc. 
Consumers Cooperative Soc1ety of Palo Alto, Inc. 
CalifOrnia State Council of Carpenters 
Western Conference of Teamsters 
U .A.W. Northern California Community Action Council 
Northern California D18tric~ Coone!l of I .L .. W.U .. 
City of F~0e-:&O 

(Consumer Assoc1ates). 

9.. Depa.~ent of Defense and Other Executive Agencies of 
the United Stater;. of America (U .. S .. Government:). 

10. H. George Gerdes (Geroes)oo 

ll. Kate l-Iaremont F o'Clndation (Maremont)oo 

12. Northern California Power Agency (NCPA) ... 

13. City of Seaside~ City of Gonzales and Cast::rovilJ.e CJ:wnber 
of CO'!lllXl.e1:ce (Seaside ~ Gonzales snd·' Castroville) .. 

14. South Lake Farms £:nd other san Joaquin Valley Gx:owers 
(Valley Growers).. . .... . 

. . 

Five closing briefs~re filed on or beforeOctober~ >~ 1970". 

by the follOwing: 

1. PGaudE. 

2. St4ff 

3.. San Francisco. 

4. United States Government. 

5. Valley Growers. 

The matter was taken under submission on October 5" 1970 .... 

Issues 

The following issues have been rais.ed·.by. the parties. and"· 

require resolution by the Commission: 

-2." 
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I. ~t is e fair .lJlld reasonable rate of return for· 
PGandE's Electr1cDepartment for the test year' 
19701 

II. To what extent, if a.ny, should "Below the Line tt 
expenses be considered in arriving at a fa1rand 
reasonable rate of return? ' 

III. ~~~t ~e fa1~ and reason&b1e esttmates of oper­
ating reve:ll!Cs. a~ ~l."C8e'D.t ratQS :l.nd atpropoaed 
rates for PGandE's Electric Departmen: for the 
test year 19701 

A. Domestic Revenue Estimates? ' 

B.. Cotnme:ocial Revenue Estimates? 

C. Industrtal Revenue Estimates? 

D. Agricultural Revenue Estimates?, 

E. 

F. 

,.. "., . 

Street Lighting Interdepllrtmental and 
Other Revenue Estimates? 

Is any adjustment in the- revenue esti­
mates required by reason of nonjuris­
dictional service~~ 

Total Revenue Estimates? 

IV. t-3lu:.e sre fair and resDo:l.3.ble estimates of oper­
ating expenses at prese~t ::'ates and~ at'proposed 
rates, for PGandE's Electric Department' for the," 
test year 1970? " " 

A. Should. full yea.r, part year, or any 
treatment be" given to' 1970 wage in­
creases in estimating operating " 
expenses? 

B. Administr&t1ve and': General Expenses.) 
including Institutional Advertising,? 

c. Sales Expenses~ including Relat'ed Ad- ' 
vert is ing'l 

1. ~hOuld. any pa:t of sales 3erv1ce expenset> 
be capitalized and included, in the 
rate base? 

2. Sales Service and Sales Promotion 
Expenses ~ and Related Advert:is1n~ 
Expense~ as the components of Sa.l.es 
Expense? 

D. Produc~ion Expenses? 

-3.-
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E. Customer Accounts Expenses? 

F. Taxes? 

c. Other Operati~g EX'Qenses - Transmission" Distri-' 
but ion snd Depreciation? 

V. Results of Operetion d~ing the test yeST: 1970 at: 
I7esen't Rates and Additional Revenue Requirements. 

VI. What rates should be authorized as fair' and, reason­
able for PCandE's Electric Department based" on, the', 
test year 19701 ,,', , ' , 

A. InCeneral? 

1. Prel1mi:oary Statement No. S'(a)? 

2. Preliminary Statement No.7? 

3. Should"system rates be imputed ,to·, the 
special rate situations as proposed'by 
the staff? Rate Zoning? 

4. Treatment of Rate Blocks'l 

B. Domestic Rates?. 

c. Commercial Rates? 

D. Industrial Rates?' 

E. Agricultural Rates? 

F. Other Rates? 

1. Interdepa:otmental? 

2. State Water Project? 

3. Schools? 

4. Supplemental Fringe? 

5. SchedUle No. P-8? 

6. Street L1ghting1 : 

7. Ames Research Center and Stanford 
Linear Accelerator Center? 

c. Summary of Authorized Increases in R6.tes 
By Cls8s of Serv.tc:e? 

VU. S1:'.ould spec1.a.l rate treat:nene ,be ests.b11shed for 
designaced customer groups? ' 

A. The "Elderly"' atld the SmallU~er? 

-4-
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B. Certain housing projects such as those run 
by the Maremont Foundation'? . 

VI!I. .A::e PGandE' s employment practices d:Lseriminatory? 
If they are~ does cuch discrimination produc~ 
econom1cinefficiency? If it does, how should 
this affect ~he relief soug..'tt in th:Ls proceed:Lng'l 

IX. Should PG~dEfs sctivities in relation to the pro­
posed incorporation of· Castroville affect the relief 
sought in this proceeding? If so:, how~ , 

x. Should PG~ndEt$ activities before Federal, State 
end Local Governmental Bodies on matters of direct 
operating concern affect the relief sought in this 
proceeding? If so~ how! 

XI. Jurisdictional Cost Allocation? 

XII. Is the request of Northern California Power Agency 
(NCP A) that the Commission persUilde PGandE to 
im.J>lem.ent cooperative action with the A.gency war­
ranted? 

I. What is a fa1.r and reesonable rate of retl.:rn for PGandEts 
Electric Department for the test' year 19701 

The criteria to, be employed in the determination of a rate 

of return are well ~ettled and nre not disputed. 

In Blt.:efield Co. v. Public Service CommisSion, 262U.5'. 

679, 692-3 (1923)) the Supreme Court of the Un1tedStll.tes held: 

"What aMl\lal rate of return will const'itute just· 
cO':llpensation depends upon1Tl3ny circumstances. and 
must be determined by the exercise of a f.:::.irand· 
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 
v41uc of the property which it employs for the 
convenience of the public equal to' that generally 
being made at the same time snd in the szme general 
part ,of the country on investments in other bus.t­
ness u::.dertakings which are a.ttended by corres­
ponding risks and uncertainties; but it has no 
constitutional right to profits such as are 
re4lized or anticipated in highly profitable, 
enterprises or speculative ventures.. The return 
should be reasonably sufficient to assure con­
fidence in the financial soundnecs, of the util:L~y) 
and should be adequate und~ efficient· and econom­
~c41 menegement, to maintain snd gupport its 
credit and enable it ~o raise the money necessary 
for the proper discharge of its pub11c.duties. A 
rate of return may be reasonable at one time) and' 

-5-
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become tQO high or too low by chanaes affecting:. 
opportun1tiea for investment ~. the money market, 
and business conditions generally •• 

In Federal Power Commis:sion v. Hope Natural Gas Company~ 

320 U.S. 591~ 603 (1944) ~ the Supreme Court said': 

"The rate-mald:o.g process under the Act) :L. e., the' 
f1x1ng of t just and reasonable!" t rates ~ involyes. 
a balancing of the investor and eheeonsumer 
interests ••• From the investor ~r company point 
of View, it is important that there be enough 
~evenue not only for operating expenses but also 
for the capital costs of business. These include 
service on debt and div1dends on the stock. ff 

According to the evidence presented by PGandE's Chief 

Financial Officer a fair and reasonabie range for rate of return 

would be 7 ~82 to S.O%. The computation upon which this evidence' 'i5 

bas~ appears on page 2 of EXh1bit 8:7' as follows: 

Bonds 

h'eferred Stock 

Common Equity 

Total 
, 

Cap:t.tal 
Ratios. 

S3,~61. 

9.4 

37.0 
, 

100.<r!. 

Coat - .. 
4.98% 

5.49' 

. Weighted Cost: 
With: .Rate:.of., Return 

On Common E~U1tr.' '. 
12.5'7.,.: . ,. 3· .. 0: 
~ .. ---.,, 

2;.61%> "·2~67i'~ .,' 

0.52 0.5Z· 

4~ 6~:: . . 4 .,Sf, . 
" >,·,.,1 

, ,.",/ 

,·8 •. 00'4 

The recommended rate of retUrn on rate:b~se and the-result,,":, 

ing rate of return on cOtaUon equ;tty of the $taff·8.nd'var1ouS.,other 

parties to the proceeding are as follows: 

Staff 
AFL-CIO 
U.S. Goveram'ent 
Ge:r::des '" ,_ 
Consumer AsSOCiates 

Recommended' 
Rate 'of, Return 

On Rite Base,· 

7~21. 
1.1 
7 .. 0 
6.t 
6.62 

Resulting 
Rate of Return 

On Common Egu:ttX*. 

10'. 84i'. , 
10 • .57 . 

'10'.30', 
9:..;49" 
9'.27: 

*' l.'lote: The resulting rates of' return on common 
equity. shown above assume embedded, cos.ts ·of· ' 
bonds :and preferred s.tock and capitalization 
ratios. as shown in Exhibit 87~ p.2 • 

. , . 
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The cost of PGandET s new debt capital has increased about ,. 

907. in the last ten years - from about 4-3/4'~ 1n1960 to about 97. 

in 1970. Also PGandE's embedded cost of debt capital has: risen, from 

3.441. tn 1960 to 4.767. in 1970,. or about 381.,. andw11l cont1nue to, 

rtse until interest rates on new debt issues. used to, ref\lnd:matur1ng, 

debt falls below the interest rate on the maturing debt which now 

is about 37. and: the interest rates, on debt: 1ss,ues for new plant falls 

below the embedded cost of,debt of 4.76"1.. 

With the embedded cost" of debt increas1ng~ even if the rate 

of return on rate base :emains constant) the rate ,of return on common' 

equity declines. Since 1967 PGandEfs return on average common equity 

has declined as follows: 

1967, 
1963 
196~ , 
1970(June) 

12.47. 
12 .. 07. 
11' .. 61. 
11.0% ' 

As shown in Exhibit 87) p. 3, the continuing decline in 

rate of return on common eqUity and the increase 1nthe embedded eost 
~:. ' 

of debt has reduced PGandE's bond .:1nterest coverage as follows:. 

Year -
1965-
1966 
1967 
1968-
1969 
1970 (June) 

Time's, Interesf: Earned 
B·efore:'and.:After,~ 

Federal Income Taxes ' . "\ ' 

4.7., ' 
4.5-
4;.4,'" 
4'.Z:· 
3.9','. 
3-.4. 

PGandE's Chief Financial Officer testi.fied'thai the decl'1n- .. 
, , 

ing bond interest coverages threaten PGandEt$. Aabond,ratingand: its 

ability to raise debt capital at reasonable cost. Hepo1nted out that 

the need for adequate bond interest coverage takes on. a.ddedimp<:>r1:ance 

because PGandE will be required to raise over '$1-1/4: billion' of' ex­

ternal capital during the five-year period from 1970: thr0tlSh'1974. ", ' 

-7-
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He fur1:her pointed' 'out that since 1966,whentbe rapid 'rise· 
in the cost of money began,. ,PGandE' s dividend increases hsve "noe';kept 

pace with: the increasing'cost, of, money. As shown in the:'follow:t:r..g: ',' 

table prepared from Exhibit 87, 1>.' 14~ increases in, div1'dends~have· 

only rougbly· matched the. increases in thecommonequ1tY'O'WDers,r' 'in;" 
, " 

vestment. 

Year -
1965 
1966 
196.7 
1968: 
1969 
1970 (June) 

Per Common Share 
Book Value Div. Paid 

18.11 
19.15 
20.24 
21.23 
22 .. 44 ./ 
22.91 

.1.175 
1.275 
1.375 
1.425· 
1 .. S00 
1.500 

Book 
. Yield 

,Effeet1ve: , 
Rate" of' New' 
Bona' Issues .. ' 

The following table' prepared 'from:,Exhib:Lt a7;"pp,'~ 3 'and 4, 

shows that PCandE's return on its common'eczuityhas not kept pace' 

with the increasing cost of money. 

Year -
1967 
1968: 
1969 
1970 (June) 

Rate of Ret~-n on 
Average Common Equity 

12.41. 
12.0 
11.6 
11.0 

Effective Rate 
on 

New Bond, Issues 

In support of the 12":'> - 13 ... 0% rate of return', on common , 

eqUity, PGandE's ChiefF1nancial Officer compared this range With, the 

rates of retuxu on common equity earned by the lSlargest combination 

gas and electric utilities ·outside California and' the 50 'largest ' '. 

electric and combination ':1tU,i1::les !:uthe United, Stater... The averages. 
, , 

appear in Exhibit 87, pp. 9,";10, and ere set forth below.' 

19&7 
1968 
1969' 

Average Rate of Return onCommoriEquity 
15 Combination 50, Eleetric ,and'". ' 

Utilities Combination' Utilities,' 

13~Si. 
12,.7 ' 
12.9 

-8';' . ' 

lS:.X7.: 
12'';:7', ' 
12.S;" ' 

", ;. 



A. 51552 ms 

A rate of return of 12 .. 51. on common equ1tywould,produce' 
" " 

about 3.0 times interest earned coverage after Federal income taxes,. 

and a rate of return of 137. on common equity would'produce about 3-.1' 

times interest earned coverage after Federal income taxes.' 

The staff financial witness testified thstin his opinion 

a rate of return in the range of 7.20% to 7.507.. to be applied to~ an 

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 bz:tef urge,s that a rate of _ return of 7.27-

be adopted- as reasonable by the Commission. The staff contends that­

such a rate of-return will provide PCandE' with the opportunity to. , 

earn a. return on its investment commensurate with" that of other 

ente'rprises hav1ngcorresponding risks, it, will assure confidence 

in the financial integrity of the company enablingPGandEt<> maintain 

its c-redit and to attract capital,. and it· will pr0vi.de the con~umer ' 
.. , . 

with the best possible service at the lowest possible'price .. 

Table 9 of Exhibit No. 33 shows: 

r 
Comparison of Return on Average Common Equity, 

Return on Average Total Capital, and' 
Ttmes Long-Term Debt Intere~t Earned 

5-Ye3r Averages 1964-6a . . 

Pacific Gas 8 Combination 
and Electric Gas & Electric Ieem Company Utilities -

Average Common 
EquityR4t1o 3&.641. 36:.591.' 

Return' on Average 
CommonE~ty 11.74· 11.99 

Return on Average 
Total Capital 6.89 .. 6.97 

TimeS: ·Long.-Term 
. Debt Interest' 
Earaed·After 
Income·Taxes. 3.49 3.37 .. ·· 

-9-

9 Electric 
Ut:llities'>, 

41.497..·· , 

.. '13:~83:-:. 

' " 

8;~03· 

, ,.1 

4.05·.:' 
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In Table No. 10 of Exhibit No. 33 1s see forth,the 'trend' of, 

earnings on average common equ1ey for the five years 1964 through 

1968: .. The figures for the year 1969 which are 1nthe record ofth1a 

proceeding are, added to the table below. 

1964 
1965-
1966 
196.7" 
1968: 
1969-

Trend - Earnings on Average Common Equity 
1964 - 1969, , ' 

Pacific Cas 
and Electric 

Comeany 

11.0S1. , 
11 .. 54 
11 .. 72-
12.33 
12.03: 
11.59' 

8 Combination' 
Gas'&Eleetric 

Utilities' , 

'11: ... 76% ,,' " 
12.13", 
1:2.23,·' 
12.24' ' 
11.64>' 

,11.33 

Table No. 11 of Exhibit No. 33 seta forth the , trend: :8.~d' ' ' 

related index of earnings on average total capital forth~ five years ' 

1964 through 1968. The figures for 1969'have also' beenadded:1n the 

table below. 

Year -
1964 
1965· 
1966' 
1967 
1968 
1969 

, " 

~e'O.d - Earnings on Average Total Capital,' 
1964 - 19'69' 

Pacific Gas 
and Electrl.c 

Company 

6.481-
6.79 
6·",81)" 
'7.16-
7.13 
7.07 

8; Combination'" 
Gas&·E1ectric' 

Utilities' 

6.78% 
7.,04 
7~11 
7.0S. 
6,.88', 
6;.98." 

9,Electrie 
Utilities ',' 

Below are lists of the fifteen combinationgas·,and:.electrie 

utilities used by the PCandE witness in his. Exhibit No. .. , 87 alld~·the 

eight combination gas and electric ut111t1esand then1ne electriC 

ueilit1es used by the s.taff witness in: Exhibit No. 33~ 

., " 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
&. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11 •. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 

IS Combination Cas and Eleetr:tc Utili ties'" 
Used by PGandE Witness 

Public Service Electric and Cas 
Consumers Power 
Niagara Mohawk Power 
Philadelphia Electric 
Northern States Power 
Balttmore Gas and Electric 
Long Island Lighting 
Nerthern Indiana Public Service 
Wisconsin Electric Power 
Cincinnati Gas and Electric 
Illineis Power 
Public Service o.f Colorado. 
New York State Electr1c and 'Gas 
Dayton Power and Light ' 
Rochester Cas and Electric 

8 Combinat1onGas and Electric Utilities 
Used by Staff Witness 

1. Bal t1more Cas & Electric Co. 
2. Consolidated Edison Co. cf N.Y. 
3. Consumers Power Co.. 
4. Niagara Mohawk Power 
5. Northern States Power 
6. Philadelphia Electric 
7. Public Service Electric and Gas· 
8. Vi1:g11l1a Electric and Power Co. 

9 Electr1c Utilities 
Used by Staff Witness' 

1. Commonwenl th Edison Co. 
2. Detroit Edison Co.. 
3·. Duke Power Co. 
4. Florida Power & Light Co. 
5. Georgia Power Co.. 
G. Houston Lighting and Power Co. 
7. 0h1oEd1son Co.. 
S. Ohio. Power Co. . 
9. Southern Calif. Edison Co. 

The staff financial Witness. testified that, he considered 

many:1tems which influenced his exercise' of informed judgment in ·the 

detenn1na.t1onof a reasonable rate of return for PGandE. Tho~e items 

which he considered pos1t1vely to increase his rate of return recom- , 

mendation include (1) the company's capital structure; (Z)' the growth 

potential in PGandE's service area;. (3:) the trend"toward, .higher 'debc' 
.' . ~. . 

cost;. (4) PGandE's continuing need for largeamount~ of eXt~ 
t. ~ 

-11-
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financing; (.» PGandE' s downward trend in interest coverage';', and (6)" 

the effect of continued inflation. those items which he 'considered' 

negatively to lower his rate ,0£ return recommendation include' (7) ~~e, 

size of PCandE; (8) competition as compared to a captive, ma;ket for' 

PCandE's services; (9) essentiality of the product to the publ:tc;~ 
" , 

(10) PGandE's general trend toward increas:tng internal. f!nancing; and: 

(11) the upward trend of PGandE's earnings over the years •. 

Table No. 28 of Exhibit No. 33: sets forth th,i rate of return 

computed by the staff f1nanc:Lal witness assuming various, eaxUinss' on, 

common equity ranging from 9' .. 01. to 13.01.. Those for,10, .. ,s1.>to 12 .. 5% ' 

are shown in the table below~ 

Bonds 
Preferred Stock 
Common Equity 

Total 

Capital Cost 
Ratios Factor 

53.68,.. 
8-.94 

37.38: 
100.00'7. 

4.95% 
5.30 

... ;" 

. " : '.{:, .'. . .' 

Weight,ed', Cost: w1th'Rate,"of:' " '" 
Return on CommonEctuit~at ' 

10 .. 50;.11.00% 11.-50%: 12.:0 ' .. 1~ ... 5{)% 

2.66' 2 .. ,66" 2.66, 2~;66~, 2~66 
.47 ~47 .47' ,~'4,7< ;,47,' 

3.92 4.11" 4.30, '4~49;!: , 4.6-7. 
~, ,'1:247. , .43%,".~627., ".8~' 

" ~'i '., . ":" ,.' '.:~~; .. ,(., .... ":' ".', 

PGandE contends that it does not gain a".lower~cost';;of'·" 
, i

l
r'.,: _ • • ?I~',"" " ". . 

capital by reason of its size and the great amounts. of. its security', . 
, ,,,,' I".' " '; " 

offerings... PGandE t a large construction program. and its' refunding. 
, L ' 

of outstanding securities require PGandE . to make repeated'offe7:ings. 

~f large amounts of add,ittonal securities each· year. Investor',gu1de­

lines restricting the &uount'of their investments in anyone type: of, 
I , 

industry and in anyone company create sales resistance' to. PGandE's, 

large securities offerings. PGancm also contends that the inc'lusion 

of the largest utilities in the staff f s list of comparable' companies 

results in the staff financial witness g:tv1:ng double,'recoSn1t1ori~0; 
the size factor. 

" " . 
The staff points out that PGandE has compounded1ts.s1ze 

with its COtlStruct1onprog;-amwh1ch was conS:Lde~ed'as a positive item~" 
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The table on page 11 of Exhibit No. 87 lists PCandE as the la~gest of 
. , 

the fifty largest utility companies. If measured'by revenues, PGandE 

is larger than the combined three utilities listed in PGandE's15. 

comparables. If measured by invested capital"PC~ndE 1saslarge as 

the No.1 and No.2 utilities of the 15 comparables combined. The' 
. , " 

staff witness testified tt ••• that a large company is less risky' than' 
, ~ , . " , 

a small company. In the process of becom1nglarge ,it acqu1:res a, 

degree of stab:tlity, its financing is facilitated and it :ts, .. less 
. ," ," ) 

susceptible to the ill effects of sudden flUctuations. in 'business 

cOlldit1ons •. " 

With respect to the negative factor competit1~n as compared 

to, a 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-
, , '. 

1y reduced by the fact that it provides most of its· customers w:ltha, 

<:boice between ewo of the main energy sources~ ,In its br:Lef;PGandE 

points out that this condition exists with respect to ,each of the 

eight combination gas and'electric utilities which the staff witness 

used for making comparisons with PGandE. 

In its brief PGandE also, points out that the negative factor 

of .essent1al:tty of the product to the public has been taken into. 

account through the inclusion of electric utilit1es"sel11ng the same 

type of service among the c:ompanie's with which comparison.' had. been 

made. The staff states in its reply brief .thatw1th respect to this 
, . , 

factor the staff is concerned with the relat:Lonsh1p,bet.ween,electr:l:c 

utilities and other industries. 

The staff witness has conSidered the general trend· toward ' 

increasing 1nteroal financing as 8. negative factor. Table ,4 of,; Exh1-' , 

bit No.. 33 shows that the amount of futl.(b: available from: internal' 

-13-
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sources for PGandE's total' financing has increasedsubstant1allyover, 

the past 20 years and its proportion' of total,financ:l.ng, has also:'. 

trended,upward~ 

PGandE1n its brief points out that Exhibit .No. 33;~ Table 4 .. 

shows that for the past five years .. 1965-69',. inteTDal funds' hB.ve 

accounted for 55 .. 31. of total finanCing. The data furnished inExhi­

bit No.3 .. p. 4 .. by PCandE's financial witness shows, that' the com­

parable figure for the five-year per:l.od 1970 .. 74 will be 48",31 •• 
. . 

However.. under croas-exaxn1nation. PGandE T s witness adm1:tted; that .the 

estimates for internal fund$ for the years 1970-74: were based on: the 

present rate of return and' disregard any future increase wh1chmay 

be authorized by this Commission. 

Table 10 and'Table 11 of Exhibit No. 33~showthat'PGandEfs 

earnings on common equity and on total capitalincreasedeacb. year 

from 1964 to- 1967 and in 1968-' both dropped slightly. The' staf'f 

financial witness considered this trend of earnings as a negative' 

factor.. PGandE ~gues that conSideration of the 1969- data should . 

change this factor to a positive factor. The staff financialw.ttnes$ 

concluded after consideration of the 1969 earnings data that the 

factor sbould st1.1l remain uegative. 

PCandE emphas1zes in its brief the fact that of the IS 

combination companies used by it:sf1nanCia1 w:ltness>for comparison 

with PGanciE 13 have filed for or received rate reliefs1nceJanuary'1, 

1969. The staff response is that of the fourcompanies~' of the8e13,~ . 
which received relief, the returns. found "to be reasonable varied; from . 

6.9S7. to 7.3'7. .. 

In its brief AFL-CIO points' out that PGandEf's financial 

witness conceded that the gas operatio~ of .PGandE,is riskier. th4n' 

the electric operation. Ho-wever, in Application No.· 50,t79·.·PGandE' " 
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sought a 7 .. 5 percent rate of return and by Dec!sionNo,." 76655: ":tssued; , 
'. . , '. '. ,~ .. 

January 6,," 1970 ~ in A??lieat.ion No. 50779" the Commissi()n derel"n'l:i:ned ' 

7.3 percent to be a reasonable rate of return. This, party also" ,con- , 

tends that evidence introduced by PGandE and the staffshowstba~ 

PGandE's decline in return on common equity has- ;been less':severe 

than for other utilities.. AFL-CIO urges tbatPGandE should b~' 

authorized to' have its rates established' 'at a leve-l to>pe~t 'it; to, 

earn a 7.1 percent return on origins'l co-st rate, base .. It.'isurged 
" , 

that such a return on rate base would (1) prorlde 'a' return on common' '. 
. , 

equity of nearly 11.0 percent, (2) warrant: an, increase' :tn ra'tes 

exeeediug $47 million yearly, (3) mailltainPGandE's: financial' ./ 

credit ratings, (4) provide for the attraction of'newcapi~ala't 

reasonable rates, and (S)reeogm.ze that the, risk 0'£ P~ndE's 

electric operations is less. than that of thegas,oper8ti~ns~ 

Iu its closing brief PGandE contends that the. rs'te of 
. ~ ". . ,', . 

, .. 
:return should be determined' on a total company,. basis· rather than'on 

a departmental baSis, end that the rate of 'return of·1~3:' peX'cent 
. ' ,', 

found fair and' reasonable for the test year 1969- ~Xl.therecent 
, , 

PGa1ldE gas rate ease reflected a fair and reasonable rate o,f,return 

for. PGaudE as a wbole and not just for 'the gas operat:to~s~ 
'. In its brief San Franeisc:o reviews the evidence'regarding 

the rate of return submitted by PGandE, the staff and' theU • .s'.: ',' 
Government. San Francisco agrees' ~itht:he approach'of: the/staff 

finanCial Witness but concurs with the U. S.Governmentas to'7~O 

percent being a fair and reasonable rate of return • 
. , 

In its brief Consumer Associates' contend's that PGandE has' . , 

failed to carry its burden of proof that it!s entitl'ed.:to'3.rate. 

-15-
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increase. Reference 1.5 made to paragraph Iof'the app.lieation·, 

which reads as follows: 

"PGanciE requests authorization of new· electric . 
rates and charges which will increase its elec­
tric revenues about 9-1/27. to meet the increas­
ing. costs of providing electric service. II 

Cous\lU).er Associates claims. that the evidence in this proceeding shows' 

that the costs of providing electric service. are not increas1ng.,.bc.t 

are at a pinnacle of their. height and that sUlbility is, . the· most 
reasonable forecast for the future. 

The application further sets forth that the cost of new 

bo'ild money has risen and states tba·t the rate increase is, necessary 

in order to "attract investment in its e<!uity secUrities in the light 

of present prevailing economic conditions which are characterized by.' 

high interest rates and continuing i.nflation." In this regard' . 

Cons\:mer Associates contends that the evidence demonstrates, that. the 

inflation is. at its peak and that there is no; evidence that. such 

inflation will continue into the. future. 

Consumer Associates contends, that as cost's are notg~i'Qg 

to increase there is no basis for gran.ting an increase in rates. and' '. 

that the Commi.ssioa: should adopt as reasonable the 6.62' percent· 

rate of return for the year 1970 which it is estimated that PGandE 

will ~arn under existing rates~ 

The Assistant' Professor of Economics who testified ,on' 

behalf of Consumer Ass~eiates presented the view that the economy 

may be heading into a recession at' the present time.::'. He testified 

that the Gross National Produce reached its peak the'. third.qUart~= 

of 1969 and has been declining the' last few quarters .' Une,nployment 
, '. I 

has been rising the last several months. 'He po:i:nted, out', .. however,. 

that one contrary statistic to th~ gener.a:l: downward" 'trend is. the' 
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price- for goods. and s.ervices. His concluding· remarks regarding 

inflation are as follows (Transcript 4809): , 

"I think there would be a lot of debate about 
whether or not we will be able to,stop the infla­
tion completely within the foreseeable futurc~ 
but I thi:lk everyone ag:ees that inflation ,will 
be able to be slowed down so tha t, prices will be 
rising at a less rapid rate than tbey are today~ 

nAnd certainly if you eeke 8. much longer pO'int of 
view, instead of just one or t~o years,. ,people­
expect the government to ultimately get this 
problem under control Clnd return to 3 per:£.od like 
we had in the early 60: s of stable prices. tf ' 

!his witness for Consumer Associates also, tes,tified that 

interest rates are at an all-time high for :,the' Twentieth, Ceutw:y. 

From a longrauge point of view he stated that ititerest'ratestend 
, .' . 

to fluc~.le tc around a rate of 3-1/2 to· 4 percent. ,Theabnorma lly , 

high interest rates existing at the present' time are ,the' prOduct·, of 
, ' 

, , 

the attit.ude of investors" who have' come to expect iuflat1on.and'.~ who· 

8:'e bidding up the price of borrowed' capital.. This' witness antiei- ' 

pates ehat as prices begin to stabilize the inflation components, 0'£ 

the interest rates will begin to fall,. and' interes~ rates: will."' 

decline. He anticipates that the interest rates will return to,'a 

5 or 4 percent level, within the next 10, or 15 years ... ' 

This witness for Consumer Associates testified tha:i: ',the \, ' 

comparisons of PGaudE' s ra tes of :eturn on ra te' ba se and on· common 

equity should be made not' with. those of other ele,ctrie andcombina­

tion gas and elec1:ric ut:tlitie!: but wi~h the rates of :cetUrno£ 

unregul2ted industries and of regulated industries ~hich.havec.t1?it81 

investment requirements s!tliler to tho!:e of, PGandE~ other ,'than' elec­

~ric and combination gas and electric ut:ilities. ' He pointed',;ou~ oS 

circular spiral which could result froms', co~paris~n of, r.;l tes'::of " 

retum of other comparable regulated: electric and> c01Xlbitl3ti'o~:>ga:s .' 
•• " I 
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and electric utilities. For example. if Niagra Mohawk is granted a,·. 
rate increase. such increase c,ould be used to. justify an, increa~e .in 

PGaudE's rates. PGaud.E t s rate increase cOt!ld then be used to' justi-' 

fy a further increase in the rates of Niagar,a Mohawk,. e'Cc.'. 

A:c.other ~~tuess of Consumer Associates. who is. presently 

a candidate for a Masters Degree in Business Adro.!lnstrationat 
" 

Sau Fraueisco State College. eoncln"red in thec::i.~cular sp:traltheo~y 

of the preceding witness. In' the opinion of this' witnes~' PGa:1dE' can 
. , . " " . 

best be compared with automobile manufacturers and partS suppliers." 

In Exhibit No .. 115· the 1965-69' 5-year medi.anann~l rate' ofzetu...~ '. 

on e</.uity of the 31 such comp.anies listed is 12'.4 percent as eomp.ared . 

with 11 .. 1 percent for PGandE.. For the 12"-moneh period·endin.S 

December 31. 1969, the median for theautoa:otive industry was 11.0 

percent. a figure identic.el to that of PGandE.~. 

The following table' prepared from Exhib::i:tNo-;. 115- campa'res 
r • !' 

the rates of retu.ro. in the precedingpar8graph·w.i.thth~rates' of 

return for other i:tdu$tties.. 

Annua~ Rate· of Ret~ on 'E~t:i ~y 
5-Year· Median," ·."Median, , or. " 

1965-1969'>",.: . ',' ~1969, 

Industri: 
Automotive Products ......... ,,/ 
Aerospace and' Defeuse . 
Airline ................. ,. 
Che:m1cals ., ......... " .',. ." ... .. 
Industrial Equipment •••• 
Nonferrous Metals ••••••• 
Steel ............... ' ••••.•• '. 
Surface Transportation •• 
Uti~ities ................. . 

PGaudE ............... ' ••••• ~ ." ... . 

12~4% 
14.1 
16.4-
12.9' 
12.9: 
13.5-

S.7' 
>.5, 

11.9 
11.1 

"! ., 

11:~oi~' . 
11.3~, 

6· .. 1 
10·.S 
10.9" 
13:.:0 
i~3 
S.~l 

11.1" 
11~O 

The financial witness for the U. S. Government, employed, 

:J:e ea:nings-priee ratio (tIp) theory .;.sthe basis f04 b.is.:rec~m~' ',. 

ltlonded rate of return on common equity •. The tiP theory is that the· 

cost of equity capital to a particular company, is the ratio, of ,the ' .. 
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current earnings per share to the U'larket' price, per share,~ USing.,' the 
, . 

pure E/P ~heory this witness first arrived at' 6-.50 percent as-the, 

rate of :return for PGan<iE on common equity, and then- he' made three' 

adjuStments. By evaluating the PGanclE's. common stockl'otential 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.' ratio. for cor~ 
, ' , 

porate costs. and' pressure to arrive at 8.333"percent as :the. recom-

mended rate of returu 0':.\' equity> or 6.21 percent asth~rate of ' 
. . " 

return on rate base. The 6.21 percent rate of return on rate base 

was further adjusted to 7.00 percent, toaccouut for unforeseencir-

cumstanees. 

PGandE) in its brief, has pointed out the fallacy of using " 

the E/P method to determi'C.e rate ofreturc. on an 'original cost ,rate; " 
, , ' 

base. Many factors' affect the price at which the common 'stock ,of 

a utility is sold on the market. The ,rate of return' wh:tc:~ 'a, shS.r~': ' 

holder receives on'the ma:rket value of his st:ockordinarily is. 'not 

the same as the rate of return. which he should be authorized to 
receive 0'0. the, book value of his stock. 

Mr. Gerdes, in his brief> contends that the rate of return' 

for PGandE should closely approximate the 3-year average yield . 

of long-term U. S. Treasury bonds plus an allowaneeforreward"of 

excellence in management. The most recent 3-year average yield 0'0. 

lon,g:-term U. S. 'Xreasux-y bonds for the years 1967-69'is, 5 ... 40 percent. 
. ",' .' 

To this Mr. Gerdes has added 1.30 percent for -excellence of:PGandE"s 
, ,"., , I, 

management to arrive at his recommended rat~of,ret~ of 6.70:per- , 

cent. Mr. Gerdes joins in obJecting , to- the rate of returri testimony, 
, .. ' , , 

of the. financial witne.ss for P~nO.E an<iof thesta'ff financial 

witness ~eause of the ci=eulClr spiral which can result, from making. 

comparisons with other comparable regulated,utili'ties~ .. ', ," 
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In its closing briefPGandE contends that the use of the.' 

5-year historical average return on common equity by the staff 

£iuancia1 witness does not properly indicate what' PCandE·should 

earn. in the future and that it is the function of the FederalGov­

erament rather than this COUI:Ilission to take the necessary measures 

to fight inflation. PGandE further points out that low earnings .. 

are not conducive to good reliable service nor to. low rates, .and 

that . consumer interests equate with good utility service a·t·· rea'son-

able rates. 

The Com:nission finds that (1)' the average' return one~m.- ./ 
mon equity for the 15 combination utilities and:SOeleetrie·and 

combination utilities for. the years 1~S.7, 1963 end 1969 ranges from 

12.7 to 13.5 percent as set forth on pages 9: to 10 ,of, Exb.:tb!,tNo'. 8·7, 

(2) the 5-y~3r .s.v~rage return on aver.ag~ c:;:,:.mon equity for the' 

years 1964 to 1965 for 8· cOrJ.bination gas, and electric ut,:t1ities is 

11.99 percent and for 9 electric utilities is 13:.83 peree~t .. as'set~ 
. . , 

forth i~ Table 9 of Exhibit No. 33, (3) the annu.~l return'on common' 1, 
. ~ eq,u1.ty for the yQ.:lrs 1~67) 1968 l1:'ld 196~ for S; eombi':lationgasand· , 1 

electric utilities declined from 12.24 'to 11.38 peree~~as set,' . j' 
forth in Table No. 10 of Exhibit r~o. 33:,' and (4) the S-year median 

annual rate of return on eczt:ity for the years 1965 to: 1969' for the .... 

automotive industry is 12.4 percent, and for utilities is: 11~9' per­

cent as shown in Exhibit No. 115. 

The Commission further finds that 4 rate of return on· 
" " 

equity of approxima~ely 11.7 percent should perinit pc.aridE: to' eom- . ,/ . ,. 
. . , 

p~te i!l the money ma::kets and raise the funds it wi.ll· require' to' .. 
, " 

carry out its construction, progrsm at.' rea·sonable te:rms.. 
:~. - jo , •• ~ • 
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The Commission finds that a reasonable rsnge£or, the rs'te 

of return on rate base for PGandE at this time is7 .40 to 7 .. 60 per- . 

cent, and that the level of returo. on rate base for purposes of 

t 
! , , 

::~::~u ~:::: :~~: ~~:::::t s::a p::::e:::: o::::ey .... \ .. 
of ll~proXima te1y 11.7 percent' based ou· the. capitalization ra'tios and ' . 

'. . \ ' . 

costs for bonds and,preferred stock shown inPGandE'sExhibitNo .. 'S7, 

page. 2'. 

'!his Commission takes official notice of its ,,'wn records;' 

I'O. this connection it is of interes.t to' note'tbst as of 1960, this. 

CotmniS~1ou authorized PGandE to charge' 2.71 cents per ,ldloW8tt:hoor 

for do~e.st.ic use based on an average use: of ZSO ldlowa,tt,hours, but. / 

by this decision requires that charge to be limited' to,Z~64.cents . 

per kilQ'Watt hour. 

II. 'Xo what extent, if any, should "BeloW'the Line" expenses 
be considered i'O. arriving at afair.and rea'sonable ra.te 
of return? 

The return on common equity and thus the overall 
/ 

r.ate of return on rate base could be"increased'for the shareholders 

by decreasi.ng or eliminating, "below the line'~ expenses •. "Bel'ow'the' 

linen expenses include the nonoperating. expenses which because., of 
, ' 

the requirements of the uniform system of accounts, or, practices of 

?Ga:c.dE~ are inclu.d~d in Accounts 426.1 through 426.5 ... nlese exper.oses 

rel:.te to certain donatio1lS; expenditures for civic~ poli~~cal and 
, ... ,,~ , 

::e1ated activities; memb:ersb1p dues .to service clubs;and.the expen-
:, 

ses for "PGandE Prog:r:ess." Certain expenses which' PGandE·for, 

aecounti.ugpurposes shows "a'bovc' the line" but which 'have 'been dis-
. ' . . .'. 

allowed for rate making in the past!, and which PGandt has: not' cls'imed' 

as operating expenses i:l. this proceeding, arc also added to' the 

''below the lineft expenses for purposes of consideration in connee-: 

ticu with this issue. For 1969 the' total of these "below the. l:rxletJ. 
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items was $1,587,000. Approximately $2,977 ,000 in nbelow th~11rietr 

expecdi tu:res would be required to. change the·' return on 

~ommo'O. stock equity by a teni;h of one percent8g~'point .. PGandE 
. ' , . 

clailllS, and the staff egrees, that the $1,5$7,000' 'is i:signifie.s:nt: 

iusofar as rate of return computations sre'conc:erned •. However,'Che, 
, " ! .' • 

staff iu its brief does state tbzt· if. the "beloW-the l:tncH: expenses 
. "" ,-

. ' , 

did a£'f~ct ~'!l~ rct~ of :e1:'J.::'n si~..ificantly) the ·staff would'take 

the P.osition that these expenses should be ccnsidcredas a.negative 

factor reduc1ng a.u otherwise fair and reasonable. rate of . r~t~ .... 
. .. 

v 

A consideration of the "below the, line" expenses will~ no::' 

reduce the 7.5 percent :ate of retuni on rate base foun.d to·.be "". 

reasonable in. tMs proceeding •. 

. Consumer As~ociates in its brief suggests that this Com- . 

mission either direct PGandE todisc:ontinue ''below'' theline~texpel:sc's 

or re<:;.uire PCandE to make full disclosure in !:he' .annual' r~port to- its, 

stockholders "of expenses 'Y:h1eh the company has not the,:tntenti,on.' of 
charging: to the rate-paying public." It would be inappropriate for· 

this Commission to ado~t either suggestion. The stockholders Mve .,. 

their o~ remedies if they are of the opinion that such. expenditures 

are' not for their benefit. The'd:LsClosures in'the annual reports. . 

'Nhich are filed with this Commission and at public hearings,s~eh as 

this are sufficient notice of the amounts and: nature~f such ~xpen .. 
.. , 

ditures to the public,. including PGanclE's stockhOlders'. 

III. Wolat are fair and reasonable estimates of operating 
revenues at pres.ent rates and at proposed rates for . 
PGaudE' s Electric Department for'the test' year 19'70Z 
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Total operating revenues and. comparisons. of Ta1>les' 3-A 

and 3-:8 of Exhibit No. 88 and. Exhibit No. 74 are shownbelow'at.·· 

present aud proposed rates. 

1970 Estimated Revenues,in' $l z000·. . 

b Staff. Exceeds PGanaE ' : . 
PGandE St~ff . Amount ~tio 

At Presene Rates $705,0943 $708 386 $3,292 0.47% 
At Proposed Rates. 771:,728: 775:358 . 3-,630 .47 

3. R.eflects correction by PGanciE, Tr. 4737~42·. 
b. Reflect:s correction by Staff" Tr. 5053 and, 

Tr. 4284-92:. 

A. Domestic Revenue Es~imates? 

The esti~tes of revenues from domestic customers are as 

follows: 

At Present Rates 
At Proposed Ra. tes 

Revenue Estimates i~: $.lzOOO> ,'. .', " .. ' 
. Sta££ Exceeds PGandE 

PGandE Staff' Amount Ratio,:, 

$259:,433 
288,722 

$260·,348. 
289,707 

0.4%. .. .. ~. 
The difference in the estimates arose .because PGandEused 

the recorded, adj Usted kwhr for the months of February and March of '. 

1970, 'Whereas the staff used estimates based on visual proj.ection of .. 

5-year recorded data for these two months. The ··staffwitnes·s· used 

the recorded figures for January"April and·May,becau.se.these figures 

approximated- the projected: 5-year reeor(l~d figures .• b~t he,didtio~' 
, . . ,. " ' , 

bel~eve that the reeorded, adj-ustedfigures for Fe.bruary and March 
we:e sufficiently representative to be adoPtedfor·the·test'yed~ 
estimates. For the seven months of June through. D'eeember, both 
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PGandE end the staff. ,estimated the use per customer by a projeeti';'O.· .. . ... 

of S-years recorded data. 

The PGandE witness attempted to explain that his lower' 

estimates ~ere justified' because the trend is to mUltiple dwellings 

mobile homes,. and cluster homes all of which use less electric 

ene...-gy than a s~le family home, electric' sales are growing less 

::-apidly than in the past and there is a continuing. tendency to 

more efficient energy use through such technological developments' 

as transistorized circuits. I.his testimony 'does not· eX}>lain~. 

however, why the proj ected 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 1~70 •. 

The staff estimates of domestic revenue for the test 

year are adopted as reasonable .in this' proceeding·. 

B.. . Commercial Reven~e Estimates? 

!he estimates of revenues from coxmnercialcuseomers.are 
A.s: follows: 

At Present Rates 
At Proposed Rates 

. 

Revanue Estimates in l:l,OOO ". ' .. 
. Staff xceeds p~ .. 

PGandE Staff' Amount. Ratio. 

$250~552 
275-,815 

$251,400 
216,749 

0 .. 3% 
.. 3 

The differences in the PGandE and staff estimates arose 

because PGandE used recorded use per customer data for the f:£rst 
. , 

five months .and prOjected five-year historical use· data' for the. 
'.' 

balanee of the test year, wbe~eas the staffused,projected: .five­

year historical use data for the. entire test year. 

The justification given by PGandEfor' the lower esti­

mates is that the rate of' growth in this c1.ass is slipping. .. , 
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R.easons given for the decline were ~e following: fewerwork 

hours ~ the continued development of large shopp!ng eenters and' 

office buildings on industrial rather than coxmnereial schedules, 

'the m.turing business·1n the area:.. leveling ·offof· governmen~ .. ' 

spending, leading to a more stable level of energy use by. aero­

space» electronics:. and research and development custOmers» 
, . ' . 

slowing of population growth~ and .growtn of service-type business. 

whose'electric load is not great. 

The staff ....n.tness testified that the higher estimate' 

should be used because the bUsine::s recession "1a8 :-esponsible 

for t:he ac~l use during the first five months being lower. than 

the projected five-year historical use for these months·: No· 

evidence was introduced to :;how that the economic cond:ttionswh1ch 

have resulted in this decline in coxmnerc1aluse.are not:repre­

sentative for 'the test year» however. 

The PGandE estimates of comm.ercial revenue for the' 

test year are adopted as reasonable. 

c. Industrial R.evenue. Estiraates'l 

The estimates of revenue from· indus.trial CUB tomers are 

as follows: 

At Present Rates 
At Proposed Rates 

Staff xceea8, PGanaE 
PGandE S~aff· Amount Ratio 

, $600 . 
·817· 

O~6% 
.8 

The estimates for this category l'7ere made in two pares. 

The largest cllStomers were estimated individually both by PGandE 

atld 1:he stcttf~ 'I'b.e balance w~ est:imated by PGandE· by. giving 

conside::-Cttion· to five years of recorded data through May of '·1970'. ' 

The PGandEestimate re£lected"the£act 1:hatthe. rateof,growth . 

"'/ '" 
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of the n~r of customers in the industrial cl.8.sshas' been,' 

leveling off. 

The staff estimate for the ,balance was based on ' 

analysis of five years of recorded data, 1964 to 1969, and' 

asSUI:led an average of 686 ind.':J.S.~isl cus.tomers. This compares 

to 673 in the PGandE estimate. In this category there were 

actually 633: customers in December 1969, and 642' ill J~e' 1970. 

Th~ staff witness admitted that 110 additional customers would' 

have to be added' before the end of the year to reachbls estfm3te 
~ , 

of an average of 686. He ft:rther admitted that,therecorded 

growth will not be that much in 1970 .and that the growth would 

have to exceed that experienced ill the last five ye3.rs to 

reach such a .... ·eragen'Umber of industrial customers. 

We are of the opinion that eheleveling: off of 'the 

growth in the numbe: of ind=trial customers, on wh.i:chthe' 

PGandE estimates, are based is representati~e, of the:' growth, trend' , 

for the test year 1970. 

The PGandE estimates, of industrial revenue for the 

test year are adopted as reasonable. 

D. Agricultural Revenue Estimates? ' 

!he estimates of revenue from. agriCultural customers 

are as follows: 

PGandE 

At Pres~t Rates $52,659 
At Proposed htesSS,257 

Staff 

$53',464 
59,144 

$Sos' 
887 

1.5'" " 
1.S, 

. .' , 

Preeipitation has e dramatic effect uponagriculci&ral 

customer usage of electricity .PGandE t s fin.s.l estimate was. based: • 
, ' 

. . . . 
on the relationship between kwhr sales.' and the percent of, normal', 
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preeipitation affecting agrlc..lltural sales. The st~f has pointed 

out that 1969 was an abnormally wet water yciar after~hieh i~ge 
aereages were left flooded, ·0'7ate~ tables were reehar8ed,~d' 
residual irrigation water reIll8.ined in reservoirs ~o, be' .us~d.for 

the 1970 water year. The staff has further pointed out that ,the' 

method used by PGandE in maldng its estimate ignores growth 

indicators such as the steady increase in customers and coDnected·. 

horsepower and' the upward trending of, the peaks and valleys of 

annual sales. 

'the s.taff estimate was a judgment figure based: on a , 

review of 18 studies that eonsideredprec:£'p1tation, growth, 
. ", 

diversion of river water, reservoir storage, declining water level 
. , 

in deep w21ls, along with other variables, for: varying. periods 

of time. '!he staff witness testified that he looked at the, 

spre4ld ~d picked a point approximately in 'the 'midcile o~tbe 

spread as agricultural sales for the test year 1970-. " '!'he. lB;· 

s'ttldies produeed kwhr results, ranging from 3,581,000, OOO:kwhr to . . 

4,130,000,000 kwhr. The staff judgment estimate der.ived' there-

from was 3,840,000,000 kwhr. PGandE's estimat~ wa's.3:,:784,OOO;;.000· 
, ,. " l' ' ) ., ~ , 

kwbr for the test year. 

Horsepower as well as- kt-7hr has an iinpaet.uponthe'·rate: 

paid by the agricultural user. Since 1960 there bas been. an 

upward trend in conneeted: horsepower. In· its 'original··e;~imate' 

PG3:0.dE ~d 2'~251~OOO horSepO'tl7er which is comparable-to, the 

horsepo't>7er figw:e- used by the staff. PGandE subsequently revued , 

this figure-to 2~187,OOO annual average hp after.consideration 
, ' ,'J • , 

of the recorded data for ~he 'Conths of Januaryth:'oe..lgh· Jun~:' of . 

::'970. The staff in its brief, however, bas.' pointed, o~t that: 1970·,." 
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is a lOW' rather than a representative horsepower, year ,because '. 

many of the effects. of the very.wet year 1969, such as higher 

water table and abnormally high reserv01rstorage:, still . , , 

preva11in 1970. 

The staff estimates of· agricultural x:evenue for the 

test year are adopted as reasonable. 

E. Street Lighting., Interdepart::l:D.ental, and 
Other Revenue Estimates? 

PGandE makes no comment regarding the street lighting" 

interdepartmental, ~d other revenue estimates. The staff' in . 

its brief states there are no significant differences between 

the ?GandE aud the staff estimates of revenue in tbesecate-', 

gories. 

'!he following revenue estimates in these categories . 

are adopted as reasonable: 

Category 

Street Lighting 
and R.ailway ........................... . 

Resale ., ____ ..... __ •••••••••••••• 
Interdepartmental 
Construction ........................ . 
()perations.: .................. , .• " 

Other Revenues ........... ~ ••• 

, 1970 Estimates' inSl,QO~'" ..... '. ,.,'., 
At Present Rates ',~,<At'Propose,Rates,· 

$12,545, 
12,475 

410: 
. 78,7 
17,101 

'$13'~,il·7... ..' 
14,489': ,. 

··!J,.74"· ' 
898, 

17','151' 

F. Is any adjustment 'in the revenue: ese:t:mates . 
required. by reason of nonjurisdictional 
Services?' . . 

In its opening brief PGandE points '. out that· it' provides 
, ' 

certain services that are not sub-ject to the jurisdiction of, 

this Commission. By reason of these nonjurisdictional services 

cer~in adjustments' have been made to system total revenue' .. 

estimates and system total expcn~e estimates by PGaridE:on . page 3 

of Exbibit No. 60 and by the staff' in Tab,1e 14-CofE.~b:Lt:N~~ 114 •• 
~, ',.' 
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"!he amount of such, adjustments will be sh~m.Ullder the 'findings 

relatiDg to issue V", Results of Operation at Present Rates, 

during the test year 1970 and Addi't:1onal Rc.veuue Requirc.t:le.n.ts ~' 

below. 

PGandE made a further reduction of, $1,,886,000 'to· 

re.duce the balance of Cal. Cper. (CPUC) revenue shown in 

column R as $758,132,000 to the- $756,246,000 shown in 

eol'U:ll'ln I, of page 3: of Exhibit No .. 60, in order to reduce the 

rate of return frOc. 7.83% to 7.807.. Since the system total 

revenue estimate of PGaudE was reduced from $77S.~Z96~OOO, to· , 

$771,728,000 in Exhib:i:t No~ 74, a reduction of $6,~568'~OOO" and 

the rate of return in said ,column H is therefore less:' than' ' 

7.801., the $1,886,000 adjustment made in column I is no, longer 

required. 

G. Total Revenue Estimates? 

The following is a tabula~ion of the revenue ,estimates' 

at present rates of PGandE and' the staff and' the revenue esti­

mates at present rates which' are adopted as reasonable in this 

proeeeding: 

. " 

I : ~ 

.1 1 \ 
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Operating Revenues 
1970 Estimated at PrsentRates 

(Dollars in thousands) 

Class 

Domestic ••••.•••••.••••• 
CotrlJJlerc1al ." ••••••••••••• 
I1ldus.ttia.l •• ' .• •••••..••• 
Agricultural ••••••••••• 
Street . L:r.ghting 
and Railway ............ .. 

Resale •••••••••••••••••• 
Interdepartmental 
Construction ........... . 
~a1:1ons. . .' ...... " ...... ' ... 

Total Eleet:rie 

Other Revenues 

........... 

.••..•.... 
Total Revenues ...... 

PGandE 

~59,.43·3: 
250.,.552, 

99',188: 
52,.659. 

12 545 
12;472' 

388 
.750 

68;7,987 

17,107 

705,094 

Staff 

$260>343 : 
'25-1:400 

99 788·' 
53;464 ' 

12,545-
12 479'" , . 

431 
__ 8--.2 .... 4·!,, 

691"279: . , 
17,107 •. 

70S 3S6 ,.. 
!!l. What are fair and reasonable estimates of oper­

ating expenses at present rates and at proposed 
rates for PG.andE t s Electric Department for the.', 
test year 19701 ' 

A. Should full year, part year, or any treat­
ment be given to, 1970 "7sge increases in' . 
estime.ting. operating: expenses? 

Ad'opted'· 

$260,~34S: .' ' 
250;,55-2. 
99188 
'53:464:~, . 

lZ~54S.' , 
12,475/ 

. "'" ,,;' 

4:1:01 ::' '. 

787: .... · " , ----_.;.. .. 
689;~.76~i . 

. , 

17 ;107". 

706',876-, 

PGandE bas included, in its estimate of, expenses a 

provision for wage and salary increase' in the' amount; of$-7 ,..898,000 .• , 
• • < 

!his is based on the assumption 'that the wage increase, granted by 
PGandE to its employees, July 1, 1970 will be ineffec:tdUring the 

entire year after this. CommiSSion authorizes it· to increase 'its:. 

electric rates and therefore that full year treatment should be<' 

given to this item. of expense. PGandE points oUt' that· in the '. 

COmmission t s recent San Diego Gll~ & Electric Company;, Decision 

No. 77581~ issued August 4, 1970, in Application No. 516-74, the 

Commission expressly found that wage increases should beinclu~ed 
on a full year basis. PGandE urges that such finding is con­

sistent with the comments regarding' the test year of: the California 
. " . ~ 
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Supreme. Court in Pacific Telephone & Telegraph Co. v.Public 

Utilities Coamdssion J 62 C.2d 634, 64S (1965). The court said': 

'The test period is chosen, w:tth the objective 
that it represent as nearly as possible the 
operating conditions of the utility which are' 
knO'to70. or expected to obtain during the future 
months or years for which the commission,pro­
poses to fix rates. The 'tes't-period results 
are • adjusted' to, a110'('1 for the effect of 
various known or reasonably a~ticipated 
changes in gross revenues, expenses or other 
conditions, which did not obtain throughout 
the test period but whiCh are reasonably 
~cted 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- n' 
sentative of future conditions as possible. 

PGaudE further points out that full year treatment of 

the 1970 general wage increase accords with the, treatment both by 

PGandE and the staff 0;;: other large operating expenses. For 

example, the latest rates for gas sold to the Electric Depart:ment, 

the latest price for fuel oil, and the latest income tax deductions' , 

and credits, such as bond interest and exclusion' ofthetilxs~­

charge, have been assumed for the full year in determining the' 

proper level of o~ating expenses. 

The staff on the other hand has included $3,.833,000' for 

the wage increase from July 1, 1970 to the end' of the year. The 

staff's estimate is slightly less than one-half PGandE's estimate, 

because of the use of a different wage base. . The staff pointed 

out that its position is based on recent Commission decisions 

commencing with Pacific Telephone and Telegraph COmpany, Decision 

No. 67369, issued June 11, 1964, in' Case No. 7409, 62 epue· 775, 

834-341, aff. in Pacific ~elephone and Telegraph Co. V'. Public 

Utilities CommiSSion, 62 C.2d 634 (1965), and continuing with 

General Telephone Company of california. DeciS!on No. 75873, 

-31-



A •. 51552 D * 

issued" July 1:. 1969:. in' Application No. 49835, andPac!ficGas' 

. and Electric Company. Decis.ion No. 76655, :tssued .Januaxy' 6" 1970:. , 
. .. ~ . 

" in Application No. 50779 (Gas) .'~ -' In :i.ts brief the staff urges that 'With revenue growth 
. ~ ,-" . ' 

being several times. th~ annual wage increment of' $7 ~ 89g.~000'PGandE ' . 

bas ample oPPOrtunity' to absorb the wage increase on' the bas,:L~,of" 
I .. . • '," ~., , 

the staff's estimate and withoutannualizat:r.;on~ The staff' also: . 
asse~~ that annualization of a mid-test-year wage increasewoa!d 

have the effect of changing the test year for wage expense from, 

.lanuary 1 to December 31" 1970 to .July 1, 1970 to June, 30', , 19'71, 

and would put the wage increase out of phase with the test year 

rate base, revenues, taxes, and results of operarion 8ener811y~, 
, .' , 

We find that the annualization'of a mid':" test-year' wage 

increase would not have the ,effect of changing the test year for, 

wage expense f:rom the calendar year 1970,. because" such: .9nnual:tza­

tioll accords with the treatment of other la'X'ge operating,expenses,. 

The fol.lowing table in Exh!b:ttNo. '9S,. page 3';'2,. shows" 

that PGaudE's payre>ll expense is growing. more rapidly,than sales' 
, • " 'j 

and revenues: 

Wage Rate 
Average Payroll Payroll Increases 

Payroll as: of Year Expense, . Expense ' " 
:Expense July 1 Revenue Per Dollar '. 'per'~les .. ,,' 

Year .2(h-- % ~) Revenue ~Per MKwh 
\AY (C) (E) .. , ,(Fl,:' ' 

1965 68.,,265 3.25 542,763: 0.126, ,2087'" 
1~66 73,,191 5.76 580,752 0.,126,', 2" 063> 
1967 78,,480 4.00 601,,671 0.130' 2'192 , , 

196& 90,631 6.00 639,467 0.142 2',384 
1969 99,160 6.50 673',645 ' 0.147' 2459' . , , 

1970 7.50 705,,124 -' - ,', 

The following table which is taken' from Exhibit No. 9$, , 

page 3-3,. shows payroll has comprised an increaSing port:tonofthe . . ',' 

revenue dollar. Accordingly, other ,expens:eshave rec~:tved 'a' 

smaller portion of the revenue, dollar. This: ,relationship- is ,shown 

in the table below in terms of dollars per customer. 
, , , 

t 

i 
j 

I 
! 

I' 
I, 

, I, 

" , I, 
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Year Customers 
~ (B) 

1965 2~2S.7.000 
1966- 2~354~OOO 
1967 Z~404'~OOO 
1968. 2~455:.000 
1969 2~507 ,000· 
1970 . 2~568~OOO 

Average Year 
Revenue·" 
Per'Cust~ 
$~CuSt.· . 

c) .' 

$237.3-
246'.7' 
250.3 
260.> 
268.,7: 
274'.6 

Payroll 
Per Cust. 
~~cust .. · 

D) . 

$29.8" 
,31-.1 
32·~ •. 6:· 
36.9: 
39.& 

,"," 

,'" ,~ , 

. 
", 

• ,r' ' • "'.' ", ./"" 

RevenuePer:-Cus.tomer 
Available for 'Expenses: " 

Other> Than, 'P8'Y.01=1' , 
Net . . ' '. In ",' ~ 

Amount . .' i O'f'.·'Xotal ,.,' 
$tcust~' '.Rev~iPer:·,,~t., 

E) ...... ,. : .. ' ....... (F):;,., .. ' 

$207~5'.' . ' > ,'87:'..:41.:'. 
21S:~o', '8-7~4' •. ',:· ... 
217~~7' ':' ' ".87 .0 .. , , . 
223~'6;' . 8:5~ 8,:': ,: 
'229;~;1 '. 85.3-·.·.": 

" ,-
PCaudE contends· that these tables' showthatPGandE'S. .. ' , 

wage costs. are growing' faster tbanrevenues andfas,ter than 'the 

other cost componen.ts of the total cos.t of electr:Ccserv:tce .. 

Therefore~ unless the full, known level of wage expense is adop,ted . 
the estimate of revenue req,uirements will be . too low ;as future 

, " " 

electric revenue growth 'Will not compensate for sUehwage in~ . 
creases. We find that the record supports the factual evidence 

submitted by PGandE in this connection rather thau, evidence' sub-

i 

I 
( , 

mtted by other parties.. In its exhibits and testimony" PGanciE,has ~' 

demonstrated that the facts in this proceeding are c1.early different 
, . , 

from 1:b.e facts utilized by the Commission in pac:tficT~lephone and',:, 

Telegraph Company~ Decision Nc>. 67369, 62 CPUC. 775, (19~~'.· 

Gerdes contends that the 1970' wage increase was, granted 

by PGandE to its employees substantia·l1y without'resistancrsncl 

without commensurate increase of PGandE employeeprodue'tiv1.tY., He'. 

therefore urges, that the Commission disallow' any" amount for the 

1970 wage increase. The record in this proceeding:' w:tll not support~··, 
, ! '" 

such contenl;ion. The fact that PCandE did not" submit, its constlDlers 

and the public to the dire effects of a pr~longed strike before, 

concluding its negotiations w:lth its employees will not'.justify 
, ", 

< ':'" c 

this Commission in concluding that it did· not'negotia,te: in good 

faith with its employees. 

The sum. of $7,666,000, which is twicet'he staff, estimate· 

of $3,833,000 for six months! wa'ge increase,is8 reasonablee~~',.: 
-33-: 
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.allowance for the wage increase negotiated· by PG.sndE with,its 

employees during 1970. 

1> •. Administrative and General Expenses 
including Institutional Advertising? 

,}-" 
j 
I 

f 

!he following table shows the PGandE~'scaf£ and, Gerdes 

estimates for Administtative and General Expense. 

At: Pxesellt Ra.tes 
At: Proposed Rates 

PGandE Staff Gerdes" 
(Oollars, in 1'housands) 

$32',89S 
33,259 

$31,000 " 

The difference in this category of expenseberween PGand! 

and the staff estimates is due to the difference in' franchise 

requirements resulting from the difference in revenue est1ma:tes' .. 

Both i.nclude an allowauce of $273,820 for 1nstitutionaladvertising. 

Gerdes in his brief does not explain the reason for' his lower, 

estimate in this category other than to' 3'ssert. that the PGanclE 

budget for ndministrative expense is exerem.ely comfortable, if,not 

fat, and that a 5 percent cut can easily be madewitho~t any-reduc~: 

tion iu efficiency. 

Gerdes supports a part of the ,expenditures for,:tnstitu-', ,. 
", 

tional advertising but opposes paid'sdvertisingin newspapersaud 
" . ' 

periodicals. AFL-CIO opposes the 'allowance of expenses _-. for illSti- . 
- .. 

tutional advertising on the ground that cost of money-to PGandE' is 
. - ' 

based on its financial condition rather thau itse0l:'pora'te,:tmage· .. : 

Consumer Associates points out in its brief, that consumer: a·ttitudes _ 
- .., 

in Fresno and the Bay Area strongly support, the disallowance-of" any· 

expenses by PGandE for advertising. 

Petitions containing. over 12,000 signatureswere-rece:tved: 

in evidence as Exhibits Nos .. _97 and 98:. these signatures ,were 

obtained by representa ti ves of the Consumers Coop~ra tive of Be:r::keler,. . 
Inc. The petitions read as follows: ,," , 

,.' . 
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rtpETITION BY' CONSUMERS 

''We pay for PG&E' s advertising: as part of our ; 
electric bill. The PG&E is currently tr~t~ raise 
our electric bill by $70 million a, year which, :!ncludes " 
$2.S-m:l..llion for advertising.expenses in 1970 alone. 

'~ cons\Ullers~ we fail to understand why a,. 
monopoly like PG&E, which bas· the benefit of a captive 
tcarket and regulated rates needs to advertise at' all. 

'~ consumers also concerned with our environ­
ment. we think the use of "UXmecessary electrici'tY . 
should be discouraged. not promoted. If present 
trends continue ~ Californians will consume ew:tce as 
much electricity in 1980 as they consume today. 
The consequence of this increase will be further 
d~as.tation of our environment. Whether by air 
pollution~ thermal pollution~ radiation ·hazard~. 
or despoilment of river eco·logies--allpresently­
used methods of producing electrical energy degrade 
the quality of life. 

"For these reasons~ we the U'Ilcersigned oppose 
making Cous'Umers pay for any advertising. by the 
PG&E 'Which is designed or intended' to' cause an 
increase in the use of electriCity .. ; 

The President of PGaudE testified:, 

'-Xf we're going. to have electric energy 7 we Ire 
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' :[mpaet on ,the 
envirooment. And we're do1tlg: everything. in.our 
power to minimize the impact on the environment •. 

r~d it's ;mportant that the public have an 
"Ilnderstanding of what. is being done in this· regard~ 
Without a public understa.ncl~, our implementation 
of planning to provide the facilities necessary to 
serve O~ customers would be exceedinglY'more 
difficult and costly. And totbat extent· it f S 
important that the public do have the kind of 
facts outlined in this advertisement." 

The institutional advertisement described .by ,the 
. . , 

:President of PGandE, which ~7as. introduced as Exhibit No. '28:, is' a 

comprehensive statement on "PGandE and the Enviromnent.H As. 

stated in PGandE's opening brief·~ the advertiser:Dent::ts beneficial. ' 

from the ratepayers' point o£v:£.ew as it informs them,:tn a· mass " 
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way of the involvement of PGandE in various aspects of~' ecology ~ 

To.e advertisement serves to answer questions that undoubtedly 

'Would have been asked of many employees of .theCompany and thereby , 

reduces the number of customer inquiries at PGandE offices.- Such 

a result, of course, ,saves time and expense of Company personnel 

to the ultimate benefit of the ratepayer. '!he PGandE: President 

also testified that without the understanding produced bysuc:h'" 
" " 

i:c..stitutional advertisements, the eost: of business-and, operat1:ng 
, . " " . 

expenses would increase. Th~,:I.n the final analysis this' type· 

of ad.vertising. results in reduced costs. ( 

We adopt $32,90S,OOOas a reasonable allowance for 

Adndn1strative and General Expense ,at present rates for the test 

year in this proceeding. 

c. Sales Expense, including R.elated Adver'tising.,? ' 

1. Should any part of sales service expenses 
be capitalized and included in, the rate 
base? 

Both PGanclE and the, staff 'have' included sales service' 

expenditures as a. part of sales, expense. PGandE·eonteuds that 

there is no evidence in the record to support a change .in the 

present practice by moving. sales service expense· from the 

operation exPense accounts to some plant account. 

In its brief the staff states that :tt is 'not seeking 

a determination of this issue in' tbi~ procee~~ The' staff is 

requesting the Commission to order PGandE to-review its. acc:ountins 

p:actices and give eonsideration, to capitalizing: portions of the 

sales service activities and eh3.rging others to, another and, more 

appropriate expense account. 

!be record shows that such a· review has alreadY'been .. 

made by PGandE's. Assistant Controller and that he is of the 
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op:tnion that sales service activities are properly includable in 

sales expense.. The order requested by the staff will, not be 

included among the orders issued in~ this proceeding.. 

2. Sales Serv:i.ce and Sales Promotion Expenses~ 
and Related Adve:rt:Lsing Expense~ as,the, 
components- of Sales ExPense? ' 

'!he follo~d.ng. table shows the PGandE, staff and Gerdes 

estiItates for Sales Expense. 

At Present R.a. tes 
At ProposedRate~ 

PGal'ldE Staff Gerdes' , 
(bollarsin Tnciusands.)" 

$6~065 $5:~462 , $2,800 ' 
6,06S '.>,.462: 

PGandE f S sales expense estimate exceeds the staff's 

est:imate by' $603~OOO. $388:,000 of this, difference' results from the' 

staff's re.~~mm.en.dation that promotion expense per customer in the 
, ' 

c01:lJ!.>etitive areas should be as low as it is in the combination 

areas. !he staff has also excluded $199',000 for theeleetrierange 

promotion program. in PGaudE' s combination areas~ ,'l'heremaining 
. , :. 

$lG~OOO difference results because of. different methods: used by 

PGandE and the staff in making their estimates. '.the staff, has 

trended five years of recorded data ~ whereas the PGandE estima1;:e 

is based on amounts submitted by PGaudE' svarious dis,tricts and 

divisions as to their sales program for the year. 

Gerdes reeor:m:nends that PGandE advertising expenses:p 
, 

other than those for specified institutional adverti.sing" be 

<lisallowed. No breakdown of the $2,662,000 differenc,ebetW'een 

the staff esti:ate and the Gerdes estimate appears" in, th~ .. ' record. 

AFL-eIO recommends that PGandE be allowed $2 ~ 1 million for ' 

edvertising expenses which ",rould be equal to' $l.OO· per customer 

per year. Cons'llmer Associates urges that .advertising expenses of, ' 
, , 

PGandE should be completely disallowed. This Posi~ionis"stronglY,", 
• . . ' I' • 
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supported' by the consumer petitions whiehbave been received in 

evidence as Exhibi.ts 22, 97 and 98. 

As PGandE points out in its brief, sales expenses fall'" 
, , 

into two categories: ,(1)' sales service activities and (Z) ,sales 

promotion activities. PGancIE estimates that in 1970 sales' 

service activities will cost $2~ 988, 000' and sa'les' promoti.on 

: activities will cost $3,077 :t000. Sales service, advertis:l:ngis 

estimated at $256~OOO and sales promotionadvertis,ing: .at' 
$1,035:t000. 

Sales serv:tce activities are concerned with providing' ' 

safe and dependable servi.ce to PGandE f S electric customers. 

Such activities include (1) making contacts with new' home' owners,' 

and builders to determine and meet' load requi:rements;, (2)' deter­

mining locations for meters and, serv:£.ces; (3) explaining.,rate 

schedules; (4) securing necessary electric serv.Lce contr~cts; 
, ' 

and (5) answering customers' complaints', inquiries, and claims. 

Customer serv1.ce advertising iS'informative adv:ertisi?8" 

designed to tell customers how b~st to utiliz~ PGanclEelectr1c 

service. Sales service advertising. helps cus~omers help'them"'; 

selves and thereby reduces' the ~er of service calls. PCandE 

crews make to customers r premises:- Other cuStomer service 

advertising whieh explains. rates and the reason for larger cus­

tomer bills during the darker winter months reduces the "number 

and corresponding cost of handling customer 1nquiries. 

The $2,938;t000 es·timate for sales serviceactivit:tes" 

including sales service advertising, is adopted asreas~nable, 

in this proceeding. 
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!be staff bas urged that the sales promotion expense 
, ". " 

per customer should be as low in the competitive areas as :tn ~he 

combination areas.' and bas therefore . reduced sales, expense $388,000. 

In regard to this contention PGandE in its brief" has asked the' 

COlm:lission to consider the situation 1n the Sierra foothills,. 

where no PGandE gas service is available but ~'here·;anetwork of 
, ';':'~ , 

its electrical lines. has been built to servetbe'· grOwing. domestic 

lIl2.rket. The typical homeowner (who frequently is only' a . temporary 

resident) wants and needs electricity for light:tngand-:conve~:rence 

appliances, includ1ns air conditioners, and many t:Lmes a dcinestic 

water P\ml.I>. Ris other home needs--spCLce heating, water.· heating', 

cooking range and food refrigeration--could be supplied. with pro­

pane, delivered by truck from a number of loea.ldealers, who- are· 

eager to sell their product. the ques.tion 1s,shouldPGandE ?other . 

to te.ll these: domes.tie customers that (1). electricity'· is;'avail.3.ble' to· 
. . 

pronde their other needs; (2) that it may be cheaper 4$.. ,to the· 

cost of appliances and home construction or installation;. (3.) that 

it may be. cheaper to operate; (4) that it maybe more reliable; . 

(5) that it will mean only' one b:Lll instead of two; (6)~~: 

electric appliance. repairs may be more available. and· ~eap~r; 

(7) that it does not require on-premises storage; and (8:).tllatit .. 

is considered less hazardous? If this. mesSage is. deliv~ed ,and~' 
. , 

heeded, PGaudE supplies a larger, load from its already constructed 

network of electrical facilities. and lowers the overall costs, of .' 

its service. Benee the extra competitive-area advertising;· message 

is directly ben.efidal to the local eonsumingpublic,and indirectly 

to all other PGandE ratepayers. Additionally the staff pos:i:tion, .. 

ignores the lower customer density in the PGandE:, s:Lngle servi~e 

area electric territory' and the consequent higher per: eustoXDeX"· c()st . 

for sales promotiou. . 
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No reduction ,d.ll be made 1n sales' expense by reason ,of, 

the fact that the sales prOmotion expense 'per custoDier is' higher 

in. the competitive single service electric t,errltory than' in'the' 

eombinaticu territory. 

'!he staff has further recommended' that $199,000 be 

deleted from sales promotion expense as an' adJustment to-, eliminate 

PCandE's progra:m. to promote the use of electrically powered ra1'lges'~ 

especially those with self-cleaning ovens. To the extentthat:,th!s , 

promotion progr~ is carried on in combination a.reas the staff 
, " 

recomme:o.da.tion is 'Well take.u. PGandE ' s gaS: department also ',bAs" a 

promotional program. in the combination tenieory. PGandE"s,promotiou 

of electt1.c space heating, water heating, and cooking whe~e', natural, 

gas is a.vailable- is inconsistent with its gas: depart1Jlent sales,'­

pr~ams. As the staff has pointed out in its brief, competing . 
promotional programs in the eomb1.:o.ation territory, one by the gas 

department and the other by the electric: department for the 'energy 

eO':lSumption. by the same type. of appliauee, causes utter confusion 

in the eons-umer' s m:.tud and should be discontinued'. 

An estimate of $2,87g;~OOO for sales promotiotl.~nse 

and a total estimate of $5~S66.000 for sales expense are, adopted' 

.as reasotJable in this proceeding,. 

'!he stclff has requested the Ccmmission to establish, 

~dth definition. apoliey regarding the sales promotion program 

of PGanclZ. As. urged in thepetit10ns filed as 'Exhibits'97':and' 

98. the UllrLceessary use of, electricity by PGandE f s consumers 

should be discOuraged a::.d not promoted by PGand'E. Also, peak 

usage should not be promoted as such usage causes an increase: in 

costs of service. Off-peak usage whieh results in an overall, 

inerease in electric consumption by consumers and in a ,waste of 

energy rescurees and U1lllecessary further pollution, of ' the 

en~Lronment should not be promoted. 
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The record fn this proceeding, is not sufficient to 

euable this.. Comm:l.ssion to- establish further ·definitive 'guidelines 

for PGandE's sales promotion program. However, l'GandE·has been 

made well a~7are in this proceeding.~ of the strong resistance of i.,ts 

customers to its advertising for the promoti.on of sales,· especially, 

in its combination areas and where envircmmental cons,:[derations 

have become of great concern to the public. PG3.ndE, isplaeed:on 

notice that it should carefully reexamine itssales'promot:ton, 

programs and in future proceedings it sbo~ld'be ,fully' prepared 

to justify its expenditures for sales promotion .. 

D. Production Expenses,?' 

The following is a tabulation of, PGandE, staff and' 

Gerdes estimates of Production Expenses. 

At Present Rates 
At Proposed Rates 

PGandE~ Staff'" ' ,.' Gerdes •. , 
(Dollars" in· thousands) .... ," ','" '.' 

$160,J.53$16:i~022·,··, $l60:'~4 .. 00:.'~' 
160,153 161,022" 

The' $869,000 difference between thePGSndEand'tbest8ff 

estimates is occasioned by the stafft·s higher revenue estimates. 

In his brief Gerdes does not discuss the $,622:,000' reduction in 

the staff estimate wbich appears in the above tabulat:Ionpbut 

contrarily to his ~ ~~bit he proposes 'further reductions of 

much greater magnitude in production expense. 

The Commission will adopt an est:l.mate.of·$160'~620pOOO 

for production expenses which is based on the adop,tionof a 

total revenue estimate of $706,876,0'0'0. 
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E. Cus~omer Accounts Expenses? 

!he following is a tabulation of PGandE, s·taff and 

Gerdes estimates of Customer Accounts Expenses. 

At Present Rates 
At Preposed Rates 

PGaud£ Staff 'Gerdes:. 
(IS'ollars in 'tb.ousanasJ 

$19~8S6 
19,963 

$19,863; . 
19,970 

$15,.400 .. 

The difference between the PGandE and the- staff: estimates· 

arises ~eaU$e of the dj£ferent revenue estimates. 

Gerdes bases his reduction of $4,463-,OOO-1n the' staff 

estimate ,0'0. his reco'lllmendAtion that PGanc1E switcn to bimonthly 

billing.. !he record shows that the East Bay M.m!Cipal . Utility 

Distriet~ the City of Alameda and the City of Sacramento bill 

their utility CUStomers bimonthly .. 
, 

PGandE introduced' evi.dence to show that hi]] ins on a 

bimonthly basis would increase eustomer complaints and cause a 

l:tg in revenues, thereby affecting PGandE' s- cash flow. l'GandE.· 

dt2X'io.g the war years in the 1940 f s billed its customers·' on a· . 

bimonthly basis but like other utilities abandoned the practice , . 

beeause of cus,tomer dissatisfaction. Ev~ if b,:tmonthly ,// 

bilJi"g of its eus.tomers were reinstituted many of the: expenses 

included in customers' aceount expenses would remain unaffected~· 

e.g.:t customer contracts and orders ~ mis<:ellaneous aCCoUD'ts 

expE:DSes:t and rents. Also lIlB.Uy meters would cont!nuetO' be . read 

each month:t thus further '7edueing any possible savings'. the 

PGaudE witness testified that any savings which might.· accrue' from 

bimonthly billing would. be more than offset by' such factors as 
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An estimate of $19>860>000 at present rates for customer' 1 

! 

, "". " 

"I J 

accounts expenses will be adopeed as reasonable in this proceeding •. r . 

F. Taxes? 

Although the dollars of tax expense in.the varioUs esti­

mates are different the method of computing taxes- used by PGandE 

and. the staff is not in issue in this proceeding. The Commissi'on 

will adopt as reasonable, tax expenses' which are cons~stent' .with 

the level of revenues anc! other expenses which areadopted.in·this· 

proceeding. 

G. Other Operating Expenses­
TransmiSSion, Distribution 
and Dep:eciation? 

TransmiSSion, distribution and depreciation expense esti-
" . 

mates are the same for PGandE and the staff' at present rates and: at· 

pro?Osed rat:es. Gerdes has recommended reductions- in tbeseexpenses .• 

!he followiug tabulation compares these estimates •. 

Expense Item 

Transmission 
Distribution 
Depreciation 

PGandE 
and Staff . Gerdes. 
(DoIIB:rs~ inl'bousands). ; 

$10,031' 
57,479: 
93,.959 

$ 9,300·,. 
5.>,.400" . 
91000···· , .. 

Gerdes has recommended tha t transmission expense and ' 

distribution expeuse be reduced because PGandE has been slow to . 

'~e use of 345 kv lines. On the other hanel he urges' that· 

$128,.000,.000 out of the px:o?Osed' $252,000,,000 in additions to the 

rate base be deferred and 'that depreciation "expense .be red;lJceclby 

$3,.000,.000. He also testified that PGandE shouldrefrairi from 

expanding its transmission·l'net~ork. PGandE's president te·sti£ied·· ... · 

that the eight valley transmission lines did notdevelopins~eha' 

mauner as to make the use of 345 kv lines practicable.. we£in~'that ( 

the $128:,000,000. of proposed' additions' which Gerdes'propose'd tc>·· .... [ 
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delete are necessary in. order to insure continuity of· adequate 

service by PGandE. 

We further find that the estimates ofPGandE and·, the 

staff for transmission expense) distribution expense' and de-preCia,-' 

tioD. expense are reasonable and should be adopted in this: proceeding. , 

V. Resul ts of Opera tioD. during the 
test year 1970 at Present Rates 
aud Additional Revenue Requirements? 

The following is a tabulation of results of operation at 

present rates for the test year 19:70 which are adopted' 8S ,reasoriable, 

in this proceeding. Based on the result's of ~peration~t present,' 

rates during the test year 1970 shown in the tablebelow,?GandE 

will require $51,579,000 additional revenue tc> enable it eo, earn A 

, f 
7.50 percent on a rate base of $2~ 734,032,000,_ The revenue require- r 
ment is and must be based solely on Cal.ifornia jur:i.sd'1ce~oi1al, 

operations. In computing the additional revenue requirement '8 ' 

net-to-gross multiplier of 2..083 has been used. 

'. .' . 
" , I 

" '. 

, .... 

'" " 

~ .'> ., 

. . >', ~ , 
.. ' " 
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Operating Revenues 

Oporatlng Expenses 
PrQductiQn 
'I'ransnission 
Distribution 
Custom~r Accounts 
Sales 
Adninistrative and General 
Provision fQrWage Increase, 

I 
P S\1btota1 
~ Depreciation, 

Taxes Other Than on :meme 

Subtot?l 
Expense Qffset 

Total ~nses 
TaxesBas~d on Jncame 

Total Oper~tin~ Expense 

Net Reven\le 

~atE} Base 

Rate Qf Return 

$ 

1(ltJ,620 
10,031 
!11,lJ19 
19,860 
5,866 

32,9<6 
1,6«> 

29Z,,,"23 
93,959 
81,121 

h69,508 

4~9,S08 ' 
51,989 

S21j491 

179,,379_ 

2,,1,34,,0)2 

6S6% 

«~UJ;l~ 01' Of.BAATION 
YEAR 1910 I\TPaESEUT RATES 
(In 'Iho\lsan~s ofI>o11ars) 

$4,,568 $6/1J~ $}~!S63$ $ 661,039 $ 68~/622 

160,620 160,620 160,620 
10,0)1 10,0)1 10/ 03l,. 
51,479 57,lJ19 S7,479 
19,860 19,e6Q 19,860 
5,866 5,866 S,e66 

32,906 32,906 32,906 
'1,666 7,6§6 1,6/;1) 

----
29lJ,428 ',294,428 294,42~ 
93,9S9 " ?J,?>9' 93,9S9 
81,121 8).,121..,81,121 

469,508 h69,S08 469 I SOB 
h,651 ,.6.J~n.c:. 18,sa3 (JOlt)?), 11,564 Oil,123) (23,M) 
4~·6S~· -: ~;90S '~$,~8) ., 439.;369 ,'. 1l,~64 421~185 ,446,368' 

- '-,' ',,' 58,42Q,'" . ' ,58,964 . 58,964 
491,189 ' 46Qj149 ,505,3)2 

. ~. ',~.", 

(Inverse ltemL 

.17.9,,781 

2,7)4,,0}2, 

6.~$~ 

* P{i.~tt~Q_:NQ;rW~~~t:Int9rt~~. 
it ~~~\:;,::~~t*;;¥~~~~(:);l!d ed ~n., CI.1J~ 

, -:-, 

, 169,29Q 

'. 2,,1341°32 

~.~<f!, 

,j--

leo,2~ 

2,734,0)2 

6.59" 

» , 

"'" ~ 
V1 
N 

e- e 
r 

e 



• I' ' 

A. 51552 <is /ms 
• I, .... 

V!. What ~ates should be authorized as £air, and reasonable 
for ~.a'lldE' oS El~ctr1e Department' based on the tes,t 
year 19701 

A. In ,General? 

The following is a tabulation of the rate increases pro-

p.o~d. by PGauG:E and 'the staff: , '" .:. 

Rate' Increase" Pr~posed::'.13Y,", " 
(pollars' in Thousands)", ", ' 

, ',. 

Class of Service 

Domestic 
Commercial 
Industrt...al 
Agricultural 
Street Lighting 
Interde:pa.rtme:c.tal 
Ot:her 

PGandE staff' 
Amount 'Percent, Gount .. ,Percent' ' 

:total 

$29:.289 
25,263 
5,620 
5.598: 

.572 
234 
58 

$66,634" 

11.297. 
10.03-

5.6,7 
10.<53 
4 • .58-

20 .. 56' I 

0.70 
~.90% 

$10',566· 
9,911 
4,063 
2,089 " 

588 
,4s:. 
141 

~2"7 ,406, 
, , 

In its proposal to in~ease commercial rates' PGandE 

recommends a reduction from. 6 to 3 in number of generalsexvice' " 
. , '. . . '. . . . , 

rate Schedules and from G to,S 1n the number, of raeezones., As 

Z()'Q.es l~ 2' and 3 would have tbesame' proposed rate sche:dule' the ,', 
.. ' 

number of zones in effect would be reduced to 3:. For'domest:Le: 

customers PGandE proposes to, reduce the number,-- of zoneB:and rates' 
applicable to eaCh from 6 to, 5. 

The staff has maintained a differential between' 'the 

five general service Schedules A-l through ,A-S., It"als<> has' 

reduced the n'l.llllber of zones: for domestic customers from- Gto 5. 

San Francisco> Gerdes, and AFI.";CIO supporttberate 

spread proposed by the staff. 

The use of 5 rate zones w:tth,5 general service and, 

eomestic l:a.te schedules will be adopted'~ 

The staff witness·,recom:nended the follOwing percentage 

incre.e.ses for each class of ,service 1ftheCommiss1onauthor1::r.es 

rates to produce an additional $50~6oo'>ooO: ,of ..reven~cs.::' _ " 
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Domestic 
Commercial 
Industrlal . 
Agricultural 
Street Ught:Ln& . 
Other 

8:.901;' 
'4 (V'IfI/: 

• :I.V1/»,·. 

7.22%. 
lO.OO%~ . 

7'.22%:" 
7'.,22% 

1. Preliminary Statement No. SCal'?" 

Section 5(a) of the Preliminary Statement· inPGandE'fs 

~f$ reads as follo~1S:' 

"S. - . General: 

"(a) Measurement of Electric Energy:' 

''All electric: energy as supplied by .the 
'Pacific Gas and Electric Company to, its cus.tomers 
shall be meas'\tted by means of suitable s.tandard 
electric meters, except energy delivered under 
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 ius.tallations where-mete:ri'a.& 
is Unpractical. n 

limi':l8.rY Statement'to reac'4s follows: 

Tt 5.. - General: 

TT <a} Measurement of Electric Etlergy:' 

~nless ot~erwise provided in the appli­
cable t3riff schedules, all electric energy 
supplied to eustom~rs by the Utility will-be 
measured by means of suitable ste~d3rdelectric 
meters, except where en~rgy supplied to highway 
sign lighting, traffic control aev1ees, comnun1-
cation Sis-tern amplifiers or other loads can be 
accurate y determined from load and operating time 
or other relevant data and '-'Jhere ,.in the opinion 
of the Utility, the installation of a meter is 
impraetieal. Tt . 

.In Exhibit No. 55~ pp. 3-11, the staff proposes that saicl. 

Section 5(a) be revised to' read as .. follows:· 

"5. .. General:-

tt (a) Maasuremeut of Electrical Energy: 

"Unless otherwise 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 
light1ng~ amplifiers, rectifiers,. alarm or 
control deVices can be accurately 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 changes1n 
service and shall be charged from the ttroe 
cha~ges are made." " 

The staff objects to- the rule presently used by PGandE" 

because such rule gives 'PCandE the' discretion to determine when the 
,. , 

installation of a meter is impractical and to extend nonmeter~d' 

service in such instances on a bas.is estimated from load. and 

operating time data.· The rule proposed by the staff purports 

to l1sta.ll instances where a meter neecl not: be' useclif'the 

energy consumed ~ be accurately determined' from load"~d 

operating time and other relevant data to- such a degree' that, the 

installat~on of a meter would not establish greater accuracy. 

In its brief PGandE points out~ hot'1ever~ neither a , 

phone boo~nor a small underpass pump some of,whiChar~ pre­

sently unmetered fit into the staff rule. There also may be , 

other usages which may best be served on an unmetered basis., No, 

evidea.ce bas been introduced to show that the discretion exercise'd 

by PGaudE 'Ullder the present rule has been abused. If a customer 

considers an arrangement unfair' he can bring, the matter' to: the 

attention of the Commission for suitable action. The staff can 

auditPGandE
1 
s practices Under the proposed rule to determine' 

'to1hether or not PGanc1E is exercising its. discretion soUndly to-

the end that other customers are· n01: being ,1?urdened· by unduly' 

1~1 revenues from. such unme.tered loads. 

The changes in SectiOIl' 5(a) of the PreljmiDary Statement 

proposed by the staff will not be adopted in this' proceeding.' The.' 
. , 

reviSion of said Section 5 (4) proposed by PGandE will,be adopted:~ 

, -48-



e 
A. 51552 cis 

2. Preliminary' Stateroentt- No. 71' 

!he ~irst paragraph of the revised Section 7 of the 

Preliminary Statement proposed by PGandE is. the same as the first 

pAragraph proposed by the staff. 

PGandE proposes that the second paragraph of' said 

Section 7 read as follows: 

'~e Utility ,,:rill reduce its electric rates tc> 
refleet any rate reduction in Schedules Nos. C-55 
and G-55.l of its Gas Departmentwbich reflects 
(1) El Paso rate reductions~ or (2) suspension or 
termination of the income tax surcharge, except that 
offsetting increases tn the cost of gas from the 
Gas Department and increases in tax expense resulting 
from cba'Dge8 in the Federal income tax will. be subject 
to review between ·the Utility and the Commission~u 

The staff proposes that the second paragrapI;:. of said· 

Section 7 read as follows: 

"The utility will reduce its electric. rates to· 
reflect any rate reduction in Scbedules Nos.G~5S. 
aud G-55.1 of its Gas Department to reflect ,(1) El ' 
Paso Natural Gas Company and Pacific Gas Transmission 
Company rate reductions for contingent offsetcbarges~ . 
or (2) suspension or termination of the Federal tn-· 
come tax s'\lX'charge. It . 

The provision in the above-q,uoted paragraphs pertaining 

to the Federal income tax surcharge is now moot 8S such. taX was· 

el;minated as. of June 30. 1970. 

The staff tn~ts brief potnts out that a utility has 

the ability) 'Under the Natural GasAct~ to' increase the rates· 

it cb.a.rges for gas prior to a fullhear:l.ng before the: Federal' 

Power Commission. Refunds ordered by the Federal Power' COmmission 
, , 

are the difference between the rates theretofore in" effect and .' 

those subsequently found· to be fair· and reasonable. . It is' 

because of this difference that the staff believes 1nautomat:[c 

reduction in the electric· rates whenever' the cost of . gas ::{8 

reduced without opportunity for offset by reason of a,. c~~current 

or almost concurrent separate.ly ·f:i:1ed ipcrease in the cost of gas. 

PGandE. on 1;:he other band, believes that .whenever there . . , 

is an offsetting. tncrease in the cost of gas the reduct·ion 
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$hould not be automatic but should await a rev:[ew' ·:3,nd determin.s.t1~n:, 

~ the Commission. 

PGandE's concern for such offsetting is~ however ~ a matter 

that is properly considered in connection with its gas tar:lffs~ ,Any, 
" '. 

such offsett1llg as is permitted in connection ,nth, gaS: ~u1d;. thereby I 

be taken care of. 

The second paragraph of Section 7 will be revised 't'o-read, 

as follows.: 

~The Utility will reduce its electric rates to 
reflect any rate reduction in Schedules: Nos~ G-55· 
and G-5$.l of its Gas Department by reason of (1) 
El Paso Natural Gas Company rate reductions for ' 
contingent offset charges, or (2) Pacific Cas Trans­
mission Company rate reductions for contingent 
offset charges. ' ' 

3. Should system. rates be imputed· to· the 
special rate situations as proposed 
by the staff? Rate Zonix1g? 

The staff recommended rates are expected by the staff 

to produce $784~OOO less additional revenue than the $27,406,000 

shO'l7D. in Exhibit No. 55. Of the $784,000, a. def1c:tency of,' 

$686,000' results from. the-'use of staff proposedsystem-w1de rates' 
, 

in the staff's revenue calculation instead of the lower,' rates , 

actually reeoa:meuded to be charged eertain customers in Vallejo', 

Pinole, Rodeo, the Monte:ey-Santa Cruz area, the Donner'Sumi:aie 
. ". . " , 

area, hereinafter eollectively called ltacqu1red areas ff
" and'the., 

Shasta area. 

l'b.e rema1x)'{llg $98,000 inc:reasein' !mputed'revenue 

(about 3.65% overall) has been assumed for the contract service 

to the City and County of San Franciseo. ' 'Xhestaffhas reviewed' 
, . 

special studies covering contract service to San. FranciscO-for· 

stre~t lighting- and to the airport. Rates for other services 

to San Francisco have not been modified since: theorigi.nal: " , 
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cont:ract of March 14, 1945. All of these rates are now being 

reviewed by PGandE and San Fr:lncisco.. No cost studies were 

introduced to justify continuing these services at their pres,ent 

contx':lct rates. The imputation of, $98,,000 of ,additional revenue, 

for PGandE' s sel."Vices to San Francisco is ::easonable' and will, 

be adopted. 

PGandE in its elos1:l.g b:cief stated that it had n~ 

objection to the ,imputation of ZO::le 4 rates t<>the Shasta D8.c-

Rate Area in lieu of Zone 3 rates as proposed by~G3cdE", asino, 

system zone level has been established for this, area.. The' 

$74,000 st~ff imputed revenue a.pplicable to the Sh3SCe.Dam Race' 

Area wi~l ~ adopted. 

P""...,andE's present rates in the. "acquired ueas n .are 
" .. 

derivations of rates previotlSly in effect in those areas by, the 

predecessor utilities.. At the time of Clcqu:ts:ttion the'ratesof 

:he predecessor utili:y continued to apply" for servJ.ce,frcm. 

~dE to the customers in these areas pursuant to' various 

Co1.l:lXd.ssion o:-de::-s. 

The £ollo~g table shows the incre8ses'propose~ by 

the staff, the inc:easesproposed by PG3ndB and the incre.::lses 

which would result from the application of the staff proposed 

system rates for the various rate schedules which are ':L.';'vo-lved 
• ft." ~ . 
In Wle l.mputatioll of the $612,000 additior:.a.l revenue. 

Schedt:le No. 

D-60 
P-6O 
A-SO 
A-S1 
A-52 

~~~~~_.:::Incro/?..ase Under Pro 
~tat::: Rates Gano.r .. Rates 

16.80%' 
25,.20: 
19.90' ' 
12.00 
10.20 

29' .. 96% 
25 .. 20. 
29 • .30 
19'.76 
9 .. 70 

·System Rates .. 

Schedule D-60 will be, applicable in the' ?inol~:" Rodeo· ~'C.d .,; I ' 
Vallejo Central Rate Areas .. Schedules' A-GO and ?~60' will be '~l'Pl:t~i-1 , . . ,', . I 

ble i':l. the 'Vallejo Central Rate- Arca.- Sch~duleA-61 ~llbe.'at>Plica~1 
, . 

ble- in portions of Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara-, Sant.:1:·Cru~,;" 
-Sl~' 
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Siskiyou and Trinity Counties..· Schedules' 'A';'62' will: be .. applica1>ie .... ~ 
. . . ..... . f 

in the Donner Summit Area. The increase in the Shasta' .rate area" 1 

occurs because the $·eaff has imputed tbe difference·' betweelltbe···· 

higher Zone 4. rate to. this zotie .. 3 area ~ , 
The purpose of this proceeding is to. establish just' and .. 

reasonable rates for PGandE's electric service) lncluding tl:iat'~ren­

dered in special rate areas.. For historical reasons the "acquired. 

,'lreas" and the Shasta area, have been served on rates .lowerthanthe. " 

general rates. To bring the acquired, areas Up' to~ thestaff"proposed' 

system. level would i.nvolve increases ranging from 31 .. 64 . to 46- per­

cent.. Both the PGandE and the staff have aeee[>ted rate history as' 

oue of the factors to be taken into account ind~signingrates, a~d . , '. . . 

for ~hat reason have designed lower rates for thesearea's than, 

otherwise would be appropriate. 

SchedulesNos.~ D-60~ P~60,. A-60 andA-61as proposed by 

PGandE and Schedule No.. A-62 as proposed by the· sta·ffare j.ust and 

reasonable and will be authorized in the order wh:[~h·fol1ows. ' PGa~dE.' 
. . 

will not be permitted to close-these schedules and charge 'different 
,'1" 

rates for old and new customers within the same .are.as:~ except in the 

Donner~ Trinity> '~d Siskiyou' County areas' where ·"such' ;ervice ha:s' 

been 013. closed schedules. No revenue over and> above the' revenue" 

provided by said schedules will be imputed' as: .additional.re~enuefor' 

the services provided' under 

soeable further to increase 

said schedules' since: it· 'Would'·be Unrea~ ! 
".: .'..> . . , .i '. { 

the rates under such schedules atthi·s'·i 
1 .', 

time. 

The Shasta rate area· was established asa Zone 3 rate' area' 

in 1964 by Cotmllission Advice LetterNo ... 219-E •. Theseaff pro~o$es 

to impute Zone 4 rates to tbe Shasta rate area because'it'doesnot 

meet the staffrs proposed criteria for new Zone z,.'. area:s. For'rate 

bis:tori("Al 'C'''.A13()I.~!Q: thC3t.a£:C b.n~ not: pL'¢'r6~",d eo impute the 

higher Zone 4 rates to· other rate areas· which do not"~eet the 
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proposed criteria for Zone 3.. Chapter 4 of Exhibit No~ '117' 
" 

shows that of the lO,930cust~rners in the Shasta rate are~ 9~,119 
qualli-y for Zone 3 under the staffts criter:ta. No additional 

revenue w:Lll be imputed to PGandE by reason of the higher Zone 4 

rates.. 

In future proceedings this Co~s$ion will favorably 
. '.' '" -' \, 

consider proposals from. PGandE and" the staff ~er to reduce ' 

the rate differentials. 't>,hieh have been permitted to· exis't' 

because of historical reasons. 

4. Treatment of Rate Blocks'? 

'the staff' in its opening: brief points out that' PGandE ' 

has. proposed reductions for various inner rate blocks ~d.for 

the terminal blocks for the dom~stic and industrial classes 

which total over $5,000,000. Sizable percentage differences in 

the propOSed increases in r~tes will occur in the customer i $. 

bills in the same class and zone as the usage' varies. 

PGa.ndE supports the reduction to the term1nalb.~ocks.' 

'oecause of the reduc:tion in' the' cost of generation in. PGandE's: 

steam. plants.. Although the cost of fuel shows a decline' from ' 

1957 until 1970, the current trend is risiDg,ft.iei ~osts.~· The 

cost of gas' to the electric: depa~tment' bas risen 8.$ the:result 

of the Cotmnission r s Dec:ision' No. 76655 issued JanuarY 6,. 1970,., 

authorizing PGandE to increase its gas rates. Oil fuel costs; ," 

will increase from. $2.05 to $2~50 per barrel by reason of' the 

purehase of low sulphur fuei oil. PGandE's. estim3.tedunitcost 

for fuel-expense in 1970 ':'18.~ 3.15 mills per la·]hr.' the ~ore)'" . . 

current staff adjusted estimate shows an increase to3;~20'mills 
. ",' 

per kwbr 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 perkwhr 

to decrease and may have an adverse affect' on the environment •. 

l>GandE in its brief argues that 't>n.ththe rates' in the 

terminal blocks reflecting decreased energy eosts higberusage 

~ould properly cause the annual average revenue per 'kwhr, to·" de­

crease. PGandE further asserts that electricity from. central 

stntion generating plants provides fer the energy needS of peop.le . 

'~thmore efficiency and less pollution than any; other method now 

available. Th'us" on~ala.nce the environment would suffer more· if 
, . 

low':'cost electricity made· from clean-burn1ngnatural gas and 

falling wa.ter were not available to meet the needs of. our advanced 

s<?Ciety. 

The public particip2nts. in this proceeding have' ,urged 
, .' . 

that further energy consumption not be encouraged and tbatrates 

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 approach to rate design in this 

p~oeeedi:o.g insofar as the rate 'blocks are concerned..; 
3. Domestie Rates? 

PGaudE proposes to increase domestic rates by 11.29'. 
. ',' 

whereas the staff proposes a 4.0% increase. In conneet:tonwith 

Issue VI.A.4., above,. this Commission bas. determined:- that the 

staff approach to rate design for domestic rates:- will. be adopted~. 

The trans£~rof 'eustomers on the· DA Schedules to· the DKSchedule',and 

c~~celi'Og of the Schedules Nos. DA/l through, 6·). recommended.by th~ 
'jl, 
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staff, is approved •. 
.'~ .' , " . '~ " 

Domestic rates ~11 be. increased approximately' .. '" ~ ,- ." ., 

8·19% to provide $21,334,000 add1t1onalreven~. 
, .' 

C. Commercial Rates?' 

PGandE proposes to have identical rates' for Schedules' 

A-l through A-3:. The staff w.Lta.es$ tes·tified· th8:t based on 

studies provided by PGandE and Southern California Edison Company 

there is a ~ference in costs to s~e an A-l customer and-, an 

A-2 customer. PGaudE is proposing a lesser rate dif~erent:tal . 

than u~ exists between. Schedules A-S and A-6 on the one hand 

and Schedules A-I, A-2, and A-3· on the other band. The staff 

~~tness testified that the eost curve for the commercial or 

general service sChedules is comparable to the cost curVe for 

the domestic Schedules. Xe.nce it follows tbAtthe,rates for '. 

these customers should- follow the format of the d()mestic' clas~,. 

not the industrial class. 

The staff recommends no increase in the customer 

cl:.arge and terminal block and a un!£ormincreasein b lo~',rate$ . 

and between rate schedules to ma1nta:£n existing relationships. 

The staff fOl:mat of increases in the commercial rates 

is approved. The commercial rates will b'e increased: approx:t-

mately 7.20% to provide $18,040;000 of additional revenue •. ' 

D. Industrial Rates? 

PGandE proposes an increase in industrial'rateswhicb 

will increase ann~l revenues from this class of service by 

5. 67% or $5,620',000. 7he increases' for the industrial users 

would not be uniform. The average increase for Schedule A-IS' 

users would be about twice that for the Schedcle A-14 users, 

and on each schedule, the increases would be greater for eu'stocers 

~n.th low load factors than for high load factors-. 
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In its' opening brief· PGandE asserts that the" proposed· 

industrial rates are appropriate for the following reasons:. ' 

(1) they are consistent with cost considerations applieable, to. this. 

elass of seNice and as between classes; (2) they retain:a reason-
. , 

able relationship between the ra.tes. for this class as charged, by 

PGaudE and other cal1£orn1a electric. utilities (PGandE's being, ~ 

higher than those of the others); (3) they fit'read:tly,within, 

value of service criteria; (4) this class bas not shared in rate 

reductions that have occurred since 1957 to- the same extent as 

have other maj or classes of service; and (S) a substantial. portion 

of industrial load is. served off peak and thereby improves the 

system load factor. 

'!he Commission staff proposed an increaSe in industrial 

rates which would be applied approximately equally for allu.sages 

of customers on Schedules A~13 and A-14. If, a larger overall 

increase were authorized:. up' to 7.21., the staff would follow: the ; 

same pattern of increasing the industrial rates. The sta.ffw!t ... 

ness testified that i.t 1s. pos.sible'that some industrial'customers 

ma, be lest: if a system average increase in excess' of, 7.'ZJ.:be'applied 

t~ the industrial rates. 

CMA.. strongly supported the pattern of increasing' 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 all cases be significantly less thml' system: 

average, whatever average increase may be allowed., 
I . , 

l'GandE did not justify a redu"ct1on in the terminal" rate,' 

affecting large customers in View of 1ncrea.s:tng cost's, and rates ,to 

its other customers. An industrial rate increa.se of. -$6)943;~OOO~ 

or an inC1:ease of approxi:cnately 7.00% w111be autho~i.zed: .. ' 
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E. Agricultural Rates·? 

PGandE has no objection to the staff's proposaltbat. 
," . 

Schedules PA-3 and PA-4 pertaining. to agricultural rates be '. 

canceled and that customers affected· be ir:.corporated into 

Schedule PA-l. 'this staff proposal will be adopte,d., 

Under the present Special Condition' of Sched~le:' PA-l 

agricultural users are permitted to run their motors at overloads 

up to' but net exceeding 125 percent of the full load capacity as 
_. .. , 

indicated by the name plate rating of the motor. 'V:a1ley' Farms " 

and the staff both urge that the Coam:d.ssion retain th1s, spce'ial 
. " 

condition in the tariff. 

In its proposed Schedule P':-1. PGandE·proposes. Spec:Ls.:r 

Condition. 10 which would. allow on.ly a 21% overloa.d. tn.its.brief 

PGandE poiz.ts out that its proposed Special: Con~ition' 10 produces 

a more equitable application of the rate to-custome:r;s,thatt does 

the comparable provision in the pre3ent rate schedule which the . 
. , 

staff and Valley F~ propose be retained. Pc8ndE's proposed 

provision makes the application ef the provisionautamatic7 

based on measured input and not subject to'- a calculatloninvolving 

the inherent design efficiency of the type of motor~ . Also" 

PGanCE f S propesed provision Yields, an even and. progrcss'ive 

transfer from Rat~ A to Rate ~, while the presentstieci&l 

condition. depending upon the efficiency of the particular type 

of motor> could produce a significant step increase t<> a custotte:r· . 
. . , 

"UpQn transfer. Special Condition 10 would not force any' rancher 

to' make modifieations in equipment or pumping conditions',,' but,. it '.' . 

·..rould ass~e that each customer would be billed.' for the- power" ' 

."llld energy he r~ceives' on a more equi.ea.ble basis, elim!nating.: 
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the present p~e£e~ence £o~ lower eff1eiencymotors. Special.' 

Condition 10 will be included in the agricultural" schedUles:' as 

p::oposed by PGandE in this proceeding. 

, For the first time in this proceeding Valley-Farms in 

its opening brief proposed that Spec1alCondition 7 in Schedule 

PA-l be revised to p::ovide that the billing deXlland used,' in 

computing. charges under Rate :a will be the'mean of the maximum 

demand created by the ~stallations in the current month and the 

two highest such. de.1r.3nds occurring m the year.end:Lng,~7itb.tbe 

eutte:lt month. As proposed by, ?GandE Special 'Condition 7"provides., 
. " , 

that the billing demand used in computing charges under RateB, 

~Till be the higbest maximum demand ereatedby the '~stallat:i.on. 
in the twelve-mon.th period ending with the current mon~·. 

:?GandE in its closing brief urges that Special Condit:ion 7 

in Proposed Schedule PA-l should not be mod:£'fiedbec~use" it 

would unnecessarily complicate b:tll:tng,proceduresand'p;,;oduce 

revenue changes the effects of which are unkno~ "and' conce:n1Jlg:' • 
. "'" 

'Y7hieh there is no evidence in the record.· Special Condition 7, 

ol!.S proposed by PGandE ,·r.ill be adopced by the Comm:tssion., 

Both Valley Farms and the Farm Bureau in, their briefs 

requested the Commission to consider the' economic plight of the 

farmers and those engaged inagri.culture in determining,: the· 

increases in agricultural rates which ~:re' justifieci~ 

The Farm Bureau referred to. ev:tdence in the record 

showing' (1) that the priees for many agricultural products, are 

loW""'...r th&n they were 20 years ago, 3nd (2) that labor costs: have ' 

gone up but the producer is unable to control thepr~ceshe 

:rece!.ves for his p.roducts,. Electricity is ess~tial to the, 

-sa .. 
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operation of most farmers. Because it is· often difficult' to' ,secure 

immediate restoration of service thefam. operat~r 'needst'~:~~c' , ',." 
.; 1,'" " ..... ","'. "', I' -.;:'. 

stauclby facilities to provide alternate power sources.' ' 
.. ,'. ,. 

Agricultural rates will be authorized which will provide: 
, " 

addi1:ioual revenues of $4~ 063p OOO, or an 1ncreaseof a?p~ox~teiy' I,', 
, , ' ., ,: ," " " j, , 

7 .60perceut:"which is lower than the increase requestedbyPGandE .\ 

and that recorcmeuded by eb.e staff. , " 

F • Other Rates? 

1 ~ Interdepartmental t 

PGandE bas and proposes-a special rate for 'interdepart-~' 

mental serv1.ce. '!be Justification is that this has been the histor­

ical situation. the· staff recommends that these rates be'applied, 

at system levels and PGandE has concurred in thi's recommendation. 

'!he staff recommendation will be adopted by the CommiSSion. The 
increase~interdepartmental rates .will provide $36"OOOofadditioMl ! 

. t revenue, o-r: an increase of approximately 7 .18 percent~.' , 

2. State Water Project? 

The staff is recommending :i.mpu,ta:tion of an increase ~: 

for service t~ the State Department of Water Resources ~r,om' 3.0 ,mills: 

to 3.1 mills energy charge due to increased fuel, costs;", PGandE i'ro­

poses to retain the charge of· 3.0 mills. 

the 3~O mills per kwhr covers,the energy, 'comp~~~e,'~nd 
.' , 

so only the cost of energy need be considered in determining, tb~ 

reasonableness of th:i.s charge. The transmission eosts',are,covered " 

in the balance of the contract and in the EHV contract: which :,relates 
. '" . 

to high tension transmiSSion. 'l'he record shows' tbstthe ini t::i'.a 1 , 

estimate which resulted in the 3.0 mills per kwhr charge ws'sba,.sed, 

on an average fuel cost of 32 cents per million :Stu'.. Thepresent 

average cost of fuel of 33 cents per mill:£on':s~ would still: leave 

some margin between the cost of fuel and,"the charge"of J:mills:p~r 

kwhr. .. ',,\' 
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No additional revenue will be imputed eo PGandE for its 

se~ce t~ the State Department of Water Resources. 

3. Schools'? 

Schedule A-16 'Which provides II spe.c1al·rate·to, all 
I 

public schools \\1:.thiu the Stockton division forli8hting:~, heatins~ 

cooling and power services is proposed to be closed by' PGandE." '!he 

staff urges' that this schedule should be held" open 'and a' study be 

made regarding the expansion of this schedule to, "a system-wide' basis. 
" , 

Tbe staff would propose that schools as covered' by-such a study" ' 
, , " . 

would be expanded to include pub-licand private nonprofit eS1:~blish-

me'O.ts. 

In its closing brief PGandE strongly opposedtbe 
, .' , ", 

staff recommendation. It pointed out that SeheduleA':'16 is asched-' 

ule for 3.'0. extremely limited ~er::'itory established';' many years 3 go, 

to meet a specific problem -which existed prior to, '1950., PGandE 

eO':ltends that it is root reasonable to assume' that the study recom;;' 

mended by the staff would result in a reduetionin view, of the low' 

load factor inherent in the operation of t:lanyschools~ 

PGandE will be required to" make '. ,the recommended, 

studies in order that the matter may be' more fully exam:tned. on.4 r 
system-wide basis. PGaudE will be authorized to- clOS~:'schecl.ule i 

4. Supplemental Fringe'? 

The staff bas adopted FGandE's proposed:tllcrease 'of, &.6 " 

percent for the resale, power by the City and County of. San Francisco" 
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to its assigned' eustomers. Such proposed" increase, will>~e 

authorized. 

The staff also recommends, that the fr:tnge· rates and 

revenues for Southern California Edison customers be increased 

by the same percentage fnerease applicable to the commercial 

class to which these rates are analogous. 

is adopted. 

5. . Schedule No. P-8? 

Such'recommendation 

The staff has recommended that the terminal blocks 

not be reduced in Schedule No. P-S. This schedule includes 

petroleum refineries under contracts and is comparable' to: ,the 

Schedules A-ll and A-14 under which service is' provided, to the 

industrial customers. This staff recommendation is ado.pted 

for the same reasons that the s~aff recormnendation~7itb r~gard, 

to the :ates for industrial customers was adopted .• 

6. StreetI.ighting? 

The staff has adopted PGandE' sproposals with'regard 

to street lighting Schedules 1.5-1 and 2 and LS-60 and 61:.. 

The staff~ however, has recommended that for ratemaldng purposes 

the system.-wide. schedules be applied to the territories served 

by I.S~60 and 61. . For the reasons, discussed under Issue VI.A.3-., . 
, ' . , , 

a.bove» such imputation of rates will not be approved .. ' . The' rate . 

of $10.10 per lamp per lJlouth proposed by PGandE for the 700,watt 
, .' , , 

mercury lamp 'Which represents a sflJallfraction' of the lamps 

served by PGa:o.dE will be adopted. 

Schedule tC-l includes traffic directional signs or 

signal lighting service. 'Whereas PGandE bas increased'the: 
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service charge and not changed the energy charge, the, staff.' is 

recommending an increase in the energy charge with no, increase' 

t.o the service charge. This treatmene is. consistent with the: 

staff's uniformity in spreading this rate increase' which bas been 

discussed under Issue VI.A.4.) above, and will be ,adopted, by the. '. ' 

Con:xroission. 

7. Ames Research Center and Stanford 
I.inear Accelerator Center? 

PGandE proposes that the present, identical contract 

rate for Ames and SIAC be increased by 6.41. in. the same manner 

for both customers. Because of the different load factors., of 

these two customers, however, under PGandE'sproposal.SIAC's bill 
• "I ' 

would be increased about 11. and· Ames' bill 't-7ould be . inCreased .. 
, "" '. . 

about' 9.71.. 'Ih1s situation is, comparable to that for: custoJ:1ler:s 

served on industrial Schedules A~l3: anet A-14 • ' Even with'the 

proposed increase, these two cuStomers would be receiving: electric 

service at, a lower average 'rate than comparable CU$.tomers served 

under the proposed industrial tariffs. 
, ' 

, .. 

The staff recommends that different rates be applied to, 

SIAC and to Ames so that the increase for each oftbese customers 

would produce additional revenues. at a level 41. higher than, under 
", I, "" 

the present rate structure. The justificat:lonurged for the'· staff 

proposal is that PGandE has made no definitive cost study'to· 

sup~rt its proposed increase :in rates' for Ames and: sac. 
In itS brief the u..S. Government refers. to .the min:L:mal 

increase or no incr~se to large customers. under Schedules,'A-14, 

1>-8 and A-la ~hieh have been·proposed by PGatidE, and the ,staff as. 

justification for its. request that the contract rates for, 
" 

interruptible service ',~o 'S1AC and Ames remain as·they'are with' 

no changes.. 
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In the a.lternative the U. S. Government proposes that the, 

contract be modified to provide a 4 percent inereaseto Ames'but 

that the same prOvisions be made applicable to, SLAC. This: would' 

result in au increase for $LAC considerably less than 4 percent, 

because of sue f s greater load', factor. 

Both the 'C' ... S. Government and PGandE rely on the proviSion 

in the Ames and SLAC contracts which contemplate that rates will 

increase or decrease commensurate with Sehedule A··l~~ 

This COmmiSSion bas authorized an increase of 7.0 percent 

in the industrial rate sehedules. The Cotrllllission' will authorize a 

7.0 percent increase in the contract rate for, Ames which will prO-I'," 

vide for a 7.0 percent increase in revenues from Ames .. , The, same " , 

contract rate will be applied to $LAC but it will p:::ovide only a ' , 

4.0 percent increase in revenues fromSLAC. 

The s1:aff in its open:i.ng brief points out, that in 

addition to' the SLAC and'Ames contracts PG8ndE,has a large number 

of special contracts for service'whichinvolve a substantial a.mount 

of revenue.. Although all cost' studies for special contracts were 

requested by the staff) evidently PGandE bas none as none' was' sup­

plied to the staff... In accordance with the staffrequestPGandE is 

hereby placed. on notice that it must be prepared in. connection with 

its next application for general increa,ses. either in electric or 

gas rates to justify by cose studies'the treatment that is, being 

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

The following is a tabulation of the~ amounts and. percent­

ages of additional revenues by class of service which it. is esti­

mated will result from the increased' rates authorized'in'this: pro­

ceeding. 

Present Revenues and Authorized IncreaseS in Rate Schedules 

Schedule 

Domestic •••••••••••• 
Commercial •••••••••• 
Industrial •••••••••• 
Agricultural •••••••• 
Street Lighting and Ry. 
Interdepartmental ••• 
Other •.•• ., *' •••• _ ••• ., • 
Tota~ •••••••••••• ~ •• 

I:putc.d •••••••• 
Total Including Imputed 

Revenue· . 
Revenue Revenue Authorized Average. 

Present Rates Increase Ra tes Increase 
(Dollars in .. 'rfiousandS)_, 

$260,348 
250,552 

99,188 
53,A64 
12,545 
1,197 
8,328 

685,622 

~:~·-$~n~· ag~ 
\ 6,943 106,13-1 7.00 
I 4,063- 57',S.Z7 7.60 
\ 872 13-,417 6.95 
: 86 1,283- 7.1S 
\. 69- 8,397 0.83-
I 51,401 1:rJ ,029. 7.S0 
i 172. . - J 
~,57§ ~ .. 

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

A. The "Elderly" and the "Small" userZ' 

Consumer Associates have urged that there be no increase 

in the domestic rates for users of 200kwhr per month or less: .. 
, _. 

Exhibit No. 61 was introduced to providefor.Commiss1on'considera-
. '., . 

tion domestic: rate schedules which.would provide for all increc'lses 

in the outer blocks and none for the first 200 kwhr ofenerg~.· used. 

the purpose of these schedules is to reduce the impact of any. rate 

increase upon the elderly with fixed- incomes and the poor. 

PGauciE,in its brief. has pointed,out the difficulty in 

providing rate relief only to· this: group of ratepayers.;,. The: small 

user or the elderly person is- .not 'ueeessarilya user who i 
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bas difficulty in paying his electric bill. Both PGandEand. 

Gerdes contend that: the welfare problems of the elderly and the . 

poor are matters for legislative consideration and: so'l~t:Lon rather 

than being matters for this Commission to :esolve •. 

The staff t s solution· to this problem' is to' minimize 'the' . 

rate increase on the domes tie service charge, and lower energy 

blocks. The effect. is to provide the' domestic user, of electricity 

'to1hose usage is small with a lesser increase in his bill',than'is 

proV'"l.ded by the domestic rates proposed by PGanoi., . !he Comm1~sion 

has adopted the staff f s recolllXllended pattern. of inereas:tng: domestic 

rates. 

B. Certain housing projects: such as those run 
by The }IT.a.'re:motLtFoundation'? 

In its opening; brief Maremont requests that there should' 

be included in the D-11 schedules authorized :in this proceec!:£ng~ 

one of the alternative clauses set forth under '~lternative Rate 

Schedule" on page 3 of Cb.:lptcr 5 of Exhibit l17~ as' may be 
,. , 

appropriate. Both PGandE and the staff concur in '~his request .. , 

Inasmuch as the s·taff pattern of rates for cOlXlmercial. schedules 

bas been authon.zed~ Alternative Rate Schedule l).. set forth on 

page 3 of Chapter 5 of Exhibit 117 is adopted. 

Maremont has also requested tba t further study sho~~d 
'" 

be ordered by the Co=mission to determine whether' _.the . higher rates 

applicable to projects ~dth several group meters as' compared'to­

proj ects with a single meter for all \mits are warrant~d ,by 'cost 

factors. Such request has been opposed neither by PG.andE'·· nor 

the staff. PGandE is hereby pl.a.eed on notice that, :l.nany 'subse­

quent proceeding for general ~ate raliefit should. be' prepared. to 
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support '~the differential between the rates-applicable to-projects: 
. . . '. " " 

with several group meters and, the rates applicable: to- proj'eetG " 

with a single meter for all units with a eost seudy. 

v:tIl. Are PGandE' s employment practices discr1minatory'l 
If they are, does. such discr1m1nation produce, 
economic inefficiency? If it does, how should· 
this affect the relief sought in this proceeding? 

Subsequent to the submission of the appl,icat:ton herein, 

the Commission on October 6.. 1970, issued Dec!s:[onNo-. 77781 

dism.ssing Case No .. 9090, which was a complaint filed by m81lyof 

the same parties who have raised Issue- VIII :tnthis ·proceeding .. 

Said Decision No.777811 resolves Issue VIII in thi~ proceeding 
, 

by holding that this Commission does not have jurisdiction over' 

labor-tDa'Dagement relations which would' include employment, 

practices of PGandE. The Commission further held the Legislature 

th:rough the enactment of the Fair Employment, Practice Act' has ' 

created a forum other than this Commission to adjudicate problemSc 

intended that complaints regarding. diserimination in hiring .and 

employment practices be considered by a body othe~ than. this 

Commission. Further, the record in this proceedlngdoes not 

show that PGandE's hiring and employment practices are unlawfully 

discriminatory ~ nor does it show 'that operating ineffieien'eies have 

resulted or will result during the test year from PcatidE' s: hi~g: ' . 
and employment practices with respect to ethnic minorities. 

DC. Should PCandE' s activities :1n relation to the 
proposed incorporation of Castroville affect the 
relief sought in this. proceeding? If so, how?' 

In 1969 proceedings were initiated before the MOnterey 

County I.o<:al ASe17CY Fo:rma.tion Commission (lAFCO) to- incorporate' 

l A»etition for writ of review of Decision No. 77781 has been I 
fl.led~ NAACP, western,,~egion2 et al.v. ~, SF No. ,202792. . " 
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the Castroville-Moss Landing area in, the City of Castroville •. ' 

The application for incorporation included within the. boundaries . 

of the proposed cityPGandE r s. Moss l.anding. thermal electric 

plant located about fot1%' miles from the community of castrcvUle. 

PGandE did not oppoze the incorpora.tion of: .. Cestroville; 
. . . 

but it didse.ek' the exclusion of its existing Moss I.anding; plaut 
".' . ", " 

fro:l the proposed city on the grounds that the incluSiono~. the 

Moss I..a:o.ding. plant "7ou!.d increase PGandE's· t.llXes appro~tely 
" 

$500,000 per ,year withou'/: provLding PG:lndE with compara~le· "bene" 

fits) as 'FvandE was alrea.dy providing and would c:ont:i.nlle'~t~: ' . . . 
previde the Moss Land1ng plant with security andf:Lr~protect:ton .. 

PGandE's position 'to72S presented' to lAFCO' on N~vcinber' 2$; 

1969. !b.ere.afte:', followi:tg, statements by others,' IA~COapproved·· . 

i~s staff's proposal based on incorporation of' Castroville with· ' 

boundaries that excluded Moss Landing. The proponents of • incorpo­

ration did u~t take the necessa.ry procedura.l stepsto. pro7eed. ' 

fu:rther with incorporation of the area with su~ l1m:ttedbound';", 

aries. 

In its brief PGandE points. out that: had it passively 

accepted :tD.clusion within the proposed city and its operating' 

expeuses in the form of property taxes had thereby been' increased 
. . 

$500;,000, such inaction 'tI7ouldb.avc properly bean subject. to- .' 

severe criticism. PGandE contends that its successful. effort to 

keep. its operating expenses down, taken openly ingood~aith; 

was for the benefit of the rateps.yers and· should' ~ot :aff~c't the 

rel:te£ sought in this proceeding. 

< .,.,', • "'.~ 

, .. 
. ;- ";<' 
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Seaside, Gonzales and castroville in their brief contend 

that PGanc1E has no legal or moral right to dictate to: the residents. 

of any area whether they should or should not have local.s·elf­

government in the form of a city. They further contend'. that it, . 

is not proper for PGandE to spend monies collected'from·:[ts rate­

payers to thwart the efforts of some of. such ratepayers to . 
incorporate; to 1nfluen~e others to oppose them~to' eID.p,loy, 

, . 

attorneys to oppose them; to purchase legal transcripts. or hire 

court reporters to oppose them; to pay for convent:lons'~ vacations,. 

meeting times or otllerw'ise of executive employees .who: serve on.,. 

boards or commissions where utility viewpoints, andintcrests'are 

debated. They also assert that the political actions of PGandE 

in its attempts to influence legislation or the actions of public 

bodies are ultra vires, and that PGanc1E has no right to: 

represent dissenting residents· in proceed:tngsbefore 

IAFCO. 

In its closing brief 2GaudE points out that one of its 

attorneys appeared at a public meeting ofIAFCO to- oppose . the 

:i:.nclUS1.01l of the Moss, Landing. plant within the boundaries of' the ' 

proposed city. PCandE clid not oppose the 1ticorporation~ 

. Under PGandE's Articles of Incorp'oration,PGandE is 

authorized as follows: 

"(2) To engage in and conduct the business 
of mauufaCtur'..ng7 generating, buying, selling7 

.. renting, distributing. and otherwise disposing 
of electrici.ty •••• " . 

"(4) To engage in and conduct: an~ other' 
bus~~ss inCidental, necessary, useful or 
~ to all or any of the purposes or . 
business aforesaid." . 

, "1'0 construct;, maintain, and operate ••• 
electric plants with all powerhouses 7 gener­
ating stations. ••• proper or convenient for the 
generation., transmisSion, sale and distribution 
of electricity •••• ft, 
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. '. 

PGandE contends that its actions in attempt1ug, to' bo:J.d' 

down its property taxes at ~Ioss I.anding as an operating, expense 

are activities clearly ~liedwithfn the scope of theforegotng 

purposes and are not ultra vires. 

Under Government Code Sec. 343~0, et seq. property 

owners could have appealed the decision of IAFCObefore' the Board 

of Supervisors. S:Lnce such right· exists at. the appeals level it· 

follows that a property owner has the right to protest the :U1elu~ 

sion of its property within the proposed' city boundaries 'before 

lAFCO. 

The evidence shows tmtt·. the , PGandE employee, wl:iowas a.' 
. , . 

member of lAFCO was participating, on LAFCO as'a citizenand:notas a 

representative of PGandE. He did not vote in opposit1on to the. 

application to incorporate but in favor of incorporation'with'the 

boundaries in accordance withtA:FCOts staff proPO~l. 

PGandE's activities opposing the inclusion. of. its 

Moss Landing plaut within a proposed incorporation of Castroville' 

were a proper exercise of its corporate powers and do not affect,· 

other than favorably, the relief sought in this proceeding.. 

X. Should PGandEts activities before Federal, State 
and toeal, Governmental Bodies on' matters of 
direct operating concern affect the·relief 
sought in this proceeding '/ If so) how? 

As, stated in Issue II, above, for 1969 the total of the 

"below the line" items was $1,587,000. Some of· these1tems were 

expenditures for civic, political and related' activities'which: 
. , 

were treated as nonoperating expenses: and placed in, Account 426,.4. 

Other expenditures in connection with PGandE"s activi~i~before' 

federal, state, and local govemmental bodies onmat~ers of·:. 

"I, 
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direct opera.ting concer17 to PGandE were included' as "above the' 

line'expenses fn accordance with this Commission's unifo~system 
. . 

of accounts. No issue has been raised, other than Issue IX" above, 
" 

which would require the Commission in this proceeding., either ,'to 
, . 

change any particular ''below the line" expenditures' to "above the 

line' expenditures or any particular rtabove the line" expenditures 

to ''below the linen expenditures .. 

XI. JuriSdictional Cost Allocation? 

The issue raised by the staff in its bdefregarding. 

jurisdictional cost allocation has been resolved for the purpose of ' 
, , ' 

this proceeding through the adoption of the tableent1tled "Result4o£ 
, ' , . . .' . 

Operation - Year 1970 at Present MtesTt and' included in, Issue V, aboVe.' 

XII. Is the request of, Northern. california. Power Agency, (NCPA) " 
that the Commission persuade 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, 

Healclsburg, Lodi, Lompoc, Palo Alto~ Redding,,' Rosevi.lle, ' Sa~ta 
, " 

Clara and Uld.ah;t Exhibit No. 111 herein. Eaehofthese cities 

owns and operates an electrical distribution. system, and has' 

joiued in the creation of NCPA as a means of facilitating' purchase, 

generation, transmission, distribution" sale, interch8~e and 

pooling of electrical energy and capacity among themselves, or 

with others. 

Testimony offered ou' behalf-of NCPA showsthatNCPA 
'" 

desires to cooperate with PGandE in the: development of, additional 
C • • , '.' •• '. . , ~ 

sourees of low-cost power in the California market .. ' . Since' NCPA , 

" ",. 

-70-



A. 51552 Os 

is willing to provide a part of the- capiealrequired for such .• 

additional sources of power ~ such cooperation would: reduce 

the ueeds of PGandE for increased capital. The ev:f.dence further 

shows that PGancIE and the National Association of Electric Com .... 

panies have opposed NCPA's application for a planning. advance from 

the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, and it. is . 

asserted that such opposition precludes the desired cooperation. 

between NCPA and PGandE. The NCPA witness also, testif1edtbat< 

reliability of service could be improved through the interc·onnec ... 

tioll of the facilities of the municipal ownership cities .' to: those' 

of PGandE. NCPA requests the Commission topersuadePGandE to, 

modify its 0ppositiOil to cooperative action and to take affirmativ~ 
steps to implement such' cooperation. 

The record shows that none of· the cities in NCPA has any, 

generating facilities in operation and none has any fmmediate' 

construction plans for. such facilities. Even if construct.ion was 

begun immediately the facilities would not'be on-line until 1975. 

In its brief PGandE asserts that PGandE."s trAnSmission 

network is now connected to each of the cities·' and, that through: the ' . 

PGandE system the dis.t:ribut1on systems of the cities are now inter­

connected to provide the transmission reliability suggested . by the 

NCPA witness. 

PGandE also contends that the relationships betl'yeen 

PGa:c.dE and the NCPA cities may more properly be a·subject matter' 

for the jurisdiction of the Federal Power Commission than this 

Commission. 

In any event it would be premature for this Comm.:tssion '. 

to take any act10nuntil the NCPA has some speeif:£.c.proposal·. tOi 

present to PGandEand to this Commission for coxls.iderat:Lon •.. 
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, 
Based upon a consideration of tberecord'bere!nthe 

CO'Cl%1li.ssion finds as follows: 

1. A r.easonab1e range for rate of return on 'rate. base for, 

PCaudE in this proee~ing is 7.40 to- 7.!0. percent. 

I ','."' ',', I 

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

able for purposes of authorizing rates in .tbis·.proceed1ng. is7~' .. / 

percent on California jurisdictional operations. 

3. the level of return on equity ·tobe adopted as reasonable 

for purposes of authorizing rates in this proceeding is.approxi,";' 

mately 11.7 percent on Californ:ia jurisdictional opers·t10ns .• - . . 
./ 

4. For test year purposes~ the use- of the year1970;'8s 

adj usted, is reasonable and should be adopted to. determine the 

fairness and reasonableness of the rates andcbarges to·>beauthor­

ized. 

5. The estimates of revenues.. expenses, raeeba'se,snd" 

resul tiug rates of return and the jurisdictional and nonj.:Ur1s~iC- . 

tional allocation of revenues and expenses for the test year ,1970-
I • ". , • 

at present rates set forth in the table on page .:.450£ this' decision 

are reasona~lealld shOuld ,be adopted in,this proceeding. 

6. PGaudE should.be.autborized to increase its· rates s~ 

that it will have the opportunity to earn additional revenue 

of $5,k,?79"OOO" including imputed revenue of $172"OOO'for ./ 

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 Issue :,VI;, ,SO',' ' 

that its rate of return on Cal1£ornia jurisd:l.ct:[onal,operatioas 

will be 7.5 percent on the Califo.rnis' jurisdictional':ra:tebs,se. of', 
, - " 

$2> 734 ,032 ,000,. 

7. The pre] iminary statements, rates ~ , rulessnd' regul.a~ . 

tions authorized by this Commission as' set' forth ;[n"Append!.x:S :, 

hereto are f:?ir~ just and reasona.ble. 

8. No special rate treatment is justified for the 

elderly, ,the small user .and the DM customers such as' the " 

~emont Foundation hOUSing projects, other than that provided 

in the preludnary statements, rates, rulesandreguJ..ations "se~ 
, " 

for~ in Appendix ~hereto. 

9. '!he evidence does not show thatPGandE r s h!~ing.and' 

employment practices are unlawfully discriminatory. ' 

10. The evidence does not show that, operating il':~ffic~tes, 

have resulted or will result, during- the test year 1970 from 

PGandE' s hL~~·..emplo:yment practices with respect ' to" ethnic ,. , .' , 

lXIinorities. 

11. PGandEfs activities in opposing the, inclusion of",its 

Moss I..and:£:o.g power plant within a proposed incorporation "of ' 
" 

Castroville (1) ~ere intended to, avoid: increasing operat:tn& 

~ses: (ad valorem taxes), ,(2) were a proper ex~rc:[se of',:£es-";':' 

.' \ "iCO~rate., powers, and (3) do not affect unfavorably the' re'l:Lef 

sought in this' proceeding. 
~'!. , , 

12. PGandE' 8 activities before Federal t' state, and' Loeal 

governmental bodies on matters -of direct operat:tng.coJlcern" 

" ~~,- been properly accounted for in the determ:tDB.tion of 
'": " 

" '-,'~. .... ~ \ ' ., ~ .. 
" ,",', ., 
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operating expenses for the test year 1970', and the rate of .:. 

return on rate base found to be reasonable1n this decision. 

13. 'r.o.e request of Northern California Power Agency that 

the Commission persuade PGandE to implement cooperative' action 

with the Agency is. premature, since the Agency bas presented 

no, specific proposal to·PGandE and this Couml:tssion for 
, .' . 

consideration. 

Based upon a consideration of the record and the 

foregoing. findings the Commission concludes as· follows:: 

1. The application of PGandE shOuid be granted': to the: 

extent set forth in the preceding: findings and in the· follow:tng. 

order and in all other respects should be de1l1ed .. 

2. The increases 1n rates and charges 81.lthoriied herein 

are justified. 

3. The rates and charges autho~ized herein are just and 

reasonable and present rates and charges insofar asther·. differ 

theref~om are for the fUture unjust and unreasonal:>le. 

4. All motions consistent ~rith these findings and 

conclUSions should be granted and those inconsistent therewith' 

should be denied. 

O:~R D E R -'.-'---
IT IS ORDERED that:: 

1. After the effective date of this order, applicant 
1',,;\ 

Pacific Gas and Electric Com~y is authorized to' f:Lle'revised . 

tariff sheets~ with rates, charges' and conditions- modified~ 

as set forth in Appendix B attached hereto·. ·Such>· f:tling shall' 

comply with General Order No~ 96-A~ The effeetivedate' of· the.' . 
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revised rate schedules shall be fourdaysafter'the date·o£:f:Lling .. 

The revised rate schedules shall apply only to service rendered·on. 

and.after the effective date thereof. 

2. Within 180 days after the effective date of this order, 

Pacific Cas and Electric Company shall file. S' study covering service . 

to schools" including load' characteristics', cost .stud'ies· and other· 

pertinent data relating to the" rate level' for such service .. 

3. The application of Pacific Gas and' Elec.tr1e Company in all 

other respects is denied. 

4. All motions consistent with the findings and conclusions 

set forth above in this decision are granted, and those-1nconsistent . 

therewith are denied. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty daysafeer 
, . I. -the date hereof. 

Dated at ____ S&n ___ ~ ___ ~ ________ ,. California, this 

day of 'Q'ANUARY ., 1971. 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 1 of 2 

List of Appearances 

Applicant: F. T. Searls, .Tohu C. Morrissev and John S,. Cooec,.;:. 
for ?aeific Gas and Electric COmpany. 

Protestan.ts: Lawrence A. Baskin, for Alameda County Legal Aid 
Society; Mrs. S:z:lvia seigel,. for Association of California. 
Consumers, Orv.i.lle Wright of counsel; Andrew Ber~r, for hUlSelf; 
Grace l1cDo-ca let, for California Farmer Consumer I orma tion Com­
mittee, Orvilie Wright of counsel; Albin .1. Gruhn, and Dennis T. 
Peacocke, for California Labor Federation, AFt-CIO; 
ROb~rt GnalZde and Lucy K.McCabe, for california Rural Lega; 
Assl.stauce, Mexicau-.A:nerican POlitical Association, and Mexl.c.an­
~erica:l Legal Defense Fund, William M. Bennett of counsel; 
Mi~s Be'tty L. Steen, for California State Council of Carpenters, 
Orville Wright of counsel; O~ville Wright and Alan D~ Davidson,. 
Assistant City Attorney, for City of Fresno; Ro~ w. Hanson, 
De?Uty City Attorney, and Diane M. Lee, for City of San Jose; 
Saul M. Weingarten and William M. Bennett, for City of Seaside, 
City of Gonzales, and Castroville Chamber of Commerce; 3,teve 
Slotkow, for Consu:ne:-s Co-operation Society of Monterey cO':'rlty, 
Mont~rey County Food Bank, Marina Welfare Rights organizat7on" 
SeasLde Low-COst Rousing Corporation, Young Adults for Act~on, 
Involved Citizens of Ma:i:'ina, Senior Citizens of·Mon~erey, 9ver 
60 Club, Interna.tional Assembly of Black Women" Seru.o,r Men s Club 
of Monterey, National Association of Retired Civil Employees, 
American Association of Retired Persons (Chapter 97), World 
War I Veterans & Au.uliary of Monterey Peninsula B'8rracks No. 634, 
Salinas-Alisal Neighborhood Organization, Puerto Rican Social 
C~ub, Gonzalc;:s Welfare Rights Organization}' ~led8~ Welfare 
Rights Orgaru.zation, CRtA Advisory Group, All.salHigh School 
ES£A Title I Advisory Group, Warlords, Mexican Estudiants Chi­
<:-:-nos De Aztlan, M.A.? .A." and Guadalup.ancs; D.on Rothenbe~ for 
himself and Consumers Cooperative of Berkeley, orville wr~ It of 
eounsel; Jean L. Walker, for Consumers Cooperative' Society of 
Palo Alto, Ine., Orville Wright of counsel; William M. 'Bennet~ .. ) 
for Co:l.SUmers of Pacific Gas 3nd Electrie Company" People ot tee 
State of CalifOrnia, and Consumers Arise Now; William M. Bennett. 
~" for Consumers Arise ~Tow; .1ohn Allen) Edward c. BurCkh4~dt,. 
MarvJ.n G. Claitman, L."lrry S. Craig, Lew Geiser, James GranaJean, 
William R. Harmsen, G.:lrS 20rn !&lph M. Johnson, Bruce Ketron, 
Terrance L. McGOwan,. Jo~n .::. McGregor, J:toger Woo Patton, Donaid~ 
Prigo, Arthur W~ Simon, Ba~oia Sherwin Small, !homasGeorge Sm~th, 
Ruth Spear, :sharon Streicher,. Robert M. 'feets,. ~awara Torrico, 
a:ld Dewey Wa~son, eacn tor himself and for Consumers Arise Mow; 
Marin COunty COunsel, by George .1. Silvestri, .Jr., for County of 
~rill; Howard E. Gawthrop, for t:ounty of Santa Cruz; Vivian D. 
E~lson~ xor cRLA~ M.A.P.A. of Sonoma County,. and F.A.P.A.; 
Eawara 'Hayes, Jr., and Robert Gnaizda for East Palo· Alto Welfare 
~ts Orga~zae£cn,. W1IIl.~oN. B~~ctt of eoun3cl; R. George 
Gerd~s,. for himself; Poe Rnskell, for himself; Alan s. Mare.::ont, 
for kate ~..aremont Founa:etion; Ruoin Teaper,. for =r:egsJ. Aid society 
of San Ma teo County; Flore'Cce Smith an Steve Slotkow, for 
Mon~ey County Welfare organization; J' ."Henrv Glazer,. for 
Nat~onal Aeronautics and Space Acl:a.nistration-Aies Research 
Center; Elaine D. Clim~on and Steve Slotkow) foX'- NAACP; Robert 
Gnaizda, for NAACP of n Francisco,. NAACp Legal Defense Fund, 
talifornia Indian Legal Services" Filipino:-American Political 
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APPENDIX A ' 
Page 2 of Z 

List of Appearances 

Association~ and San Benito County Consumers,' Co-op', William M. 
Bennet': of counsel; Keith Eickman and Dave' Jenkins, for Nor.thern 
California Council ot the Interns tiona 1 Longshoremen's and· 
Warehousemen's Union; Martin McDonough, for Northern California 
Power Agency; Thomas Mallet, tor san Francisco Neighborhood Legal 
Assistance; Trinidad Montanona and Steve Slotkow, for Salinas 
Welfare Ri~ts Organizat~on; Robert Gnaizda ana-Ronald J. 
Podraza ~ for San Y.I8teo Consumers and Tenants Council, w1.!liam M. 
Bennett of counsel; John G. Lyons, Vaughan, Paul & Lyons., for 
South Lake Farms ~ Stuart Morshead, H & H Farms, Inc w, and Kern 
Valley Farms; Salvador L. Tavares, forU.A.W. Northern California 
Cotn'Clu.rd.ty Action COunCil; DaVid fl .. Salmon, for Western Conference 
of 'teamsters; Orville wri8h~, for himseIf. 

Interested Parties: Mark L. Kermit, for Board of Supervisors. of 
Contra Costa County; William L. Knecht and RoO O. Rubbard~ for 
California Farm Bureau Federation; Brobeck, Phleger & Harrison, 
by Gordon E. Davis and Robert N. Lowry, for California Manufac­
turers Assoc1atl.on; ¥.artin M. Eisenberg~ for himself; Darrell D. 
¥ynnbo!~r himself ana Mar~n coalition;:Manfred Hans Mikeiens 7 

or . elf: Dr. Osterloh and Marta Osterloh, for themselves; , 
Thomas M. o· COnnor) City Atto::ney, WiIliam C.· Taylor and ~ard .]. 
Nevin, Deputy City Attorneys, .;lnd Robert R. Laugheid, Rate Engi­
neer, for City and County of San Francisco; Michae' Rourke 
Dowpey, for City of Santa Clar.;\; Fr~nk A. Quinn, tor· U. s:: Equal 
EmpJ.oyment COmmiSSion; Harold Gold,· GeralcrDepkin and Stuart R. 
Foutz, for Department of Defense and Other Executive Agencies of 
the United States of America; Arthur H .. sulliger, for Valley 
Nitrogen Producers, Inc .. ; Stuart R. Foutz, Counsel, for Wes·tern 
DiviSion Naval FaCilities· Enginee:inscommand. 

Commission Staff: William C. 'Bricca and John S. Fick,. Counsel,. 
Manley W. Edwards. Genera!. I5!vision EnS1lleer, and John J. Gibbons~ 
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RATES - PACIFIC GAS A..."JD mCTRIC COMPANY 

~." W·o. 

. . 
Applican'tts rates~ chargesa.nd. conditioD.3 are chaoged to-the level oX' 

extent set :t'orth in thi3. appendjx. . 

PREtIMINA..'It1' STATEMENT 

Y~4'y a:s proposed in Section BI or Exhibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552' except.: 
revizethe 'WOrd:i.rlg or the second para.gra}:)h or Section 7 tQ r~a.d a.s' £'Qllows. 

"The Utllity wiJJ. red:llce its electric rates to: reflect 3:!:J:$' rate 
~uct.ion in Sehed'Oles N03w G-55 and G-$S.l o:t'its Gas Department by' rea~n or 
(l) El ~. Nat.tIl'a.l. Gas Compa.:l:lY'ra'te reduct.io~· tor contingent . ofi~et charges I' o%'. 
(2) Pacific ~ Tra:nsm'5 s~ion CompatlY ra.te red.uctiol).s to%> contil:lgent oti'set 
cba:rges. " ' . 

SCEEDU!ES NOS. A-l, A-2. A-3, A-4 and .A-~ 

RATES -
SitIgle-Pha.se Service: 

Custome%> Cha.:rge 

Energr Charge. (in addition to the 
Cust.omer Charge): 

First 100 kwhr,P per kwbr 
Next. 200 ~;. per kwhr 
Next. • 700' kwb.%-,P :per kwhr 
Next. 2;.000 kwh%"; pet' kwhr 
Ovel:' 31'000 kwb:r, per kwhr 

l~Cbarge:* 

4.Q¢ 
3 .. 6 
3.4 
2.9' 
2~O' 

$0 .. 50 

Per Met~r Per Month: 

4.;;¢ 4 .. 5¢ 4.7¢ '5, •. 9¢· 
3.8' 4.0,'·,' .4.S 5.s1~' .' 
J..S: 3·.1," 4~O,' 4.9'" , 
~.o· 3 .. 1 :3.2.," . 3. .. &f ' 

' .. 
2.0· Z.o Z.O' 2 .. 0-, . " 

, , 

$O.:6r> $0 .. $5" $0.7,0 .. $O~S5 
'. 

*But not. leos than 65¢ per :month per leva. o~ connectedMtl~r.v..a.d';;'· 

Polyphase Service: ' .... ., 

The singl.~pWe rate plus $1.00 per meter pElr :month. 

*But Dot less than 65¢ per:oonth. per kv'a 0'£ connocted 'Welder load 
and :pcr ho~powar of polY,pMs.e connected lXItox- load. 

APPLICABItl'I'I .... ~...Il'm;t;r~_~CONDrrION 

Y.od1...-r:r a.s pro:posod in Section B II o'!' Exhibit No~ 4 1:.0 Application N~ ... 51552. . 

SCHSD'OIE No .. A-12 

E~li:Ih a. Dew General Service Schedule No. A-12 a~ propo~edin SeetionB:r··or 
Exhibit. No .. 4 to. Applica1:.ion No .. 51552 except modi1Y Ra:t.esas.t"ollows a.:id &ed:. the' 
follo ..... -i:lg clause to the last. sentence of Speei.o.l C¢ndi'tion :3 ~ It ......... "',", as· ~ueh 
eay:; a.re specified. in Public I.a. ....... 90-%:> (U .. S .. C...A. .. Section 6103).1T 
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·RA'I'ES· - • I. • ' 

··.Pttr.·'~'Meter::_." ',''', ',;.. . "1/' 

Per Month "j/:' 
First 6 .. 000 kwhr.. or less 

All excess over 6 .. 000 lodlr: 
First 100 kwbr per lew or bl11ing demBZl4 .. perkwhr 
Next; 200 kwhr per kw" of bj1J ing demand" per kwh%" 
AJJ. excess .. per kwhr 

$l67.5O': .. ,. . ..... 

2.1Q¢·· /', 
::'.05' . 

.. 6$·· 

~S~~IIth but lOOt less than $1.00 per kw o1'billingclemsDd'; .J 
SCHEIrou: lb. A-ll 

RATES 

Demand. Charge: 
fust lj,OOO kw of biDing demand: 
Over 1 .. 000 kw' of bi1 Ji"g demand, per kw 

Energy Charge (in addition to- the Demand Charge): 
First 100 kwhr per kw or 'oiJ J j tIS demand; per kwhr 
Next. 200 kwbr per kw of biJjing, demand .. per kwhr 
AJJ. exees,s.. per kwh%" . 

}"J.iDimtIm Charge! 
The Demand. .Charge coMtitutes the Mirlimum Charge •. 

APPllCABnrrr, TERRITORY ANt' SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

~er Meter . 
. Per Month 
$l~500 .. 00 .: 

.' 1 .. 00 

1 .. 22¢· 
.72· .. ·· 
.65~· 

Modify as proposed :in Soetion :s. II of Exhibit. No.4 to· Application No .. 51552' 
except InOd.i!7 Special Conditions, Nos. 1 and·.3 as rollows. 

1.. .. .. ... .... that :in cases where the use' orenergr is intermittent 
or subject to violent nuetuations .. either a;··5-min.ute.ora 
JS-m:inute interval may be used. 

3. . ....... 'rharlksgiving Day and Chri$~ Day .. as said.dars: ~' .. 
speci!ied in Public taw 90-363 (TJ~S .. C.A. Section 6103J~' . 

. , . "". , 

SCHEDUIE No. A-14 

:RATES -
Dema.nd Charge: 
:F~ 4;000 kw of bi1J 5Dg demand.' 

Per·. Meter. 
Per Month:; ... 

Over 4,000 kw" or b1jliDg dema.:od .. per kw 

Energy Charge (in addition to- the Demand Charge): 
:First. 100 kwh:r per kwof biJJing dema:nd; per kwhr 
Next 200 kwhrperkw or biD iDg demand, per kwhr 
All excess~ per kwhr 

YJi:oimu:n Charge: 
The Dema.:od. Charge. constitutes the lI.initm:uuCharge. 

• -2-' 

$4,~oo.oo 
'. '.9;:' 

. i.1S¢. 
.• 70 
.50. 

I'., 



A.51552 /nbe 

A,PPI.ICABn.m, TERRTrORY AND SFECru CONDITIONS 

Modi.1'yas proposed in Section B II or Exhibit No.4 to, Application No. 51552 
except. ll'IOd.:UY Special ConditioM Nos .. l, 3' and 9 as rollows. ' 

1. • .•••• that :tn case~ ...mere the US~ o!energy: is1ntermittent 
or subject to violent nUet.ua.tiollS, either a. 5-cinute or a 
l5-m!nute intel"V3.l. 'JJJ1J.y' 'be used. 

3.. • ••••• TbaJlksgiviDg Day and Christmas Da.y~ as said days, arc 
specified in Publie taw 90-363 (U.S.C.,A,. &tetion 6l0~). 

9. Energy' Charge. (in acld.ition to the Demo.ncl Cha.l-&,):: ' 

P:t:rst 450 kwhr per lew- or ex.cese :awd.m.'Umdemand., per month: 
Incl'Uded. :in Demand. CharS\: 

All over 450 kwh%" per kw' or excess demand per month: 
, 5.0' miJ.lsper kwhr 

SCHEOU!E No. A-15 

RA1'F.S - ,Per<Meter, . ,,' 
Per';Month', ' 

Customer Charge: 

Energy Charge (in ad.di.'t,10n to the Customer Cb.arge): 
First 50, kwbr, pet: kwhr 
Next;, 150 kwhr, perkwbr 
Next. ,. SOC kwhr ' per kwhr 
~ 2~OOO kwhr: per kwhr' 
N~ l:2,OOO kwbr" per kwh%" 
All ¢ver 15,000 kwhr per meter ,per month: 
F'~ 50 k\.mr per lew- or bi 11; "g dema.nd.~ per kwhr 
Next. 150 kwhr :per kw" or- b11 '; ng: dema.nd, per kwhr 
All ~~s, 'per kwhr 

" $0.60;' 

6;005:1, 
5.4.). / 
4.~,· ' 
4.20' 
3,;;.0' 

2 .. 85, /' 
2.1> , 
1.,;0 , 

Mimlmlm. Charge: The Customer Charge constitutes the Mlnimum Charge, 
except 'Where lrQt.ors (exel"@ive or lamp:, socket. 'applianc,es), 'aggregatiDg 
more than 5 hp are connected,. in which ea.ee the total 'l:IIixI:i.mUm charge 
w:ill be $1.25 :per month, per- hp. ' , ,,' 

AFPtlCABII.m 1 'I'ERRITORI AND S~IAt, CONOITIOrs 

Modify as p:ropo~ in. Section B n or Exbi.bit No. 4to Appl.:teation N~_51552. 

SCHEDUIE No~ A-16 

~, Per :Mt¢er, 

Energy' Charge:, 
'PerMonth " 

5:;J.O¢,' 
3~OO':,' 

First 150 kwhr, per kwbr 
Next. J.5O, kwbr, per kwhr 
All excess., per kwbr 

M1ni'tttlJm. Charge: 
(a.) L:tgb.t~only 
(b) I.ight1.:cg, coo1d.:cg~ and power 

Plus, for all connected loa.d.s·inexcess or 

2 .. 30' " 

$l.60' 
1.60 

3 kw' or h~l).t1ng, and. cooking, or 3 hp o!power". 
~~~~~ ~ 

(c) Power oDly 1,.60:; , 
PlU3-, tor all cormected.loa.d.s in excess o! Z hp, perhpO'~SO' 

-3-

.. '\' . . , 
I, 
I' 

, 
, , 

1 



A.51552 e 
AJ?P'LICABItn'Y, TERRITORY AND SPECIAL CONDrrrON 

Modjj'y as proposed in Section B n of' Exhibit No.. 4 to Application No· .. 5l552. 

SCHEOUI:£ No. A-1S 

Modif,y .!I.$ proposed. 'in Section B II of Exhibit No .. 4 to Application No.:5l552' 
except mod.i:C;r Special. Conditions 3 and 5 as follows. ' 

3. Change "Stand.a.%'d' Bunke%' Fuel Oil" to rrChevron IXldustrial,. 
Fuel on on October 2S" 1970,r ., 

5. • .......... Tha:oksgi'II'iDg Day- and Christmas Day'" as said days. 
are speei:f'ied. in Public taw 90-:363 (rr.S.C.A. Seet:t:on 6l03) .. 

SCEEDOIE NO. A-30 

The exi.3ti:og ScbedtlJ.e No.. A-30 is cancelled .and repla.ccd by Schedule No-.A-60,·a.s 
proposed. in Section :s II of' Exh1bi't No·. 4 to Applieat10n No~ 51552 except· delete 
the la8t sentence of the applicability clauses.. ' 

SCHEDULE No. AB-3~ 

The =.sti:og Schedule No .. A.B-31 is cancelled and. replaced by Sched:ule .No .. A~l a:s 
proposed in Section :BIIor ~it No.4 to Application No .. , 51552 eoccept mocl1ty 
the last sentence or the applica.b:iJ.ity' cla.~e as !'ollo'W3:' . ' 

APPLlCABD:.m 

"In the Sisld.you a.rd Trllnty County area,:, this schedule is applicable o~to' 
customers or reeo:rd. on 'who thereafter ma.inta.in'continuous 
:service at tbe same location talder this scheclule .. " 

SCHEDU'!E Nos.. AS-l and HS-l 

The existillg Sehedules Nos .. AS-l a.tld. HS-l are cancelled arJd replaced by Schedule 
No .. A-62 as proposed. in Section B II of hhibi't No.4' to· Application' No,. 51.552" 
except modify" RATES a.nd. the second. sentence in Applieab1lity as follows:' ' 

APPUCABn.m: 

"'nlis schedw.e ~ applicable oXlly' to- eu:rt.omers or record; on' . 
who therea.!ter ma.:int.a.in eQut:i.nuo'IJ.S. :service a.t the same location' 'Illlder tbi5 
schedtlJ.e" . ' 

RATES -
Ra:te A 

Energy Charge: 
~ J3 kwhr; or less· 
Next; 37 ~ per. kwhr ' 
Next;. 200 .. kwbr;' per kwhr 
Next; .. 500 kWhr; -per: kwbr 
Next. 1;750' kwbr; per kwhr 
Over' 2,. 500 kwh:-;. per kwbr 

Rate B' (in a.dc1it!on to Rate A)" 

Ec.er,gy, Charge:: .. 
First 300 kwbr; per kwhr. 
Over 300 kwbr,. per lcwbr ' 

-4-
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A.51552 /n'b e 
M~ntd. 

Mi:d.:num Charge: 

The min:lmrnn charge herelmder shall be $)..60 per ~nth. plu.s.$0.55 per 
kilowatt o! total. COmleet«t load in· excess or two- kilOlrJ3.tts or' 't-wo-' hone­
power other 'than llght:i::cg" provided" however" ths:t, the. mil'limtlm'enarge in ' 
exeess of $1.60 per mox:cthw.1ll not a.p~ dtll"ingbU11ng periods in which 
no energr :1.5 'USed.~ , 

SCHEDutE No. A-40 

Xodi1Y M proposed in Seet.ion B n of Exhibit No. 4. toApplica.tion'No.'.51S52~ 

SCP.EDutE No. A-4l 

MoCity as l'roposed in Section B n of. E:xh1bit No. 4 to Application No.5l552' 
~f!Jpt. ~ Special Cond.1~1on 3 as follows: 

3. • ••••• 3:ld. tlllder a contra.ct ror service for s. period of 5 years '. 
ha.~ ee..~ ~r-e".d which OCC'Cl%" bet .... 'een lO:~O'?.M. and· 6·::30 A.N. 
of the follcwiDg d::.y a=d on S;:.~.ays 3.:ld the !~lloW<..Dg. ho:!..idaY8: " 
New"Ye3.:"T~ Da7; W,"'-hing'"..onfs B1.'t"'.:.h~y", Memo::-i3J.·Day., Independ<:lnce 
:Oa:y; Labor D.::.y" Veterans! Day" ':han:~giv:tng Day" ~d' Ch:ri5tl:DaS 
D8:7~ as such &.~ are specified in Public Law 90-363 (tr~S.C.A .. 
Seetion,610~). . 

SCHEDTJ'tES No~. D-l. D~. D-3. 1):4 and D-5 

RATES -
CUstomer Charge: 

Ellergy Charge (in addition to 
the Customer Charge): 

F1rst 50 kwh%"". per kwh%" 4. •. O¢ 
Next. . SOkwbr., per kwbr 3.0 
Next. 100 kwh%";, per kwhr- 1.8 
Next. 100 kwh%"". per kwbr 1.6 
Next. 700 kwh%'" per kwbr 1.5, 
~:t" 1,,000 kwhr" perkwbr lS 

AP?LlCABnm. 1ERRITORr AND SPECIAL CONDITION 

Per Meter Per' Month'" 

4.3¢ 
3.2'," 
2.2 
1.6 
1"" IS 

4--5¢:' 
3.4' 

. 2.4' 
1 .. 6 
1;.$' 
1~:3' 

Mocl.ity as pro:posed. ~. Scetion :s' II' of Exhibit. No.4 to AppliCAtion No.:51552'. 

SCF1EDU"'...z No. D-30 

'the ~i:cg Schedule No .. D-30 UI cancelled and replaced. by Schedule No·. D~O,a.s ' 
pro!JQsed in Section B n of Exhibit No,.' 4. to AppJ.ica~ion No: .. 51552' exeeptdelete 
Speei&l Cox:d1tion a:d th$ zseeoZld HZ1tence of the Applic&b:f.J.:Lty~ . ' 

SCFlEDTJIE No. D::4£ 

Mod.if'1ed.ae proposed. in Section B II or·Ex.'li'bit. No.·4 to ·Applica.tion.No~515'5i ..... , 

&'''''F.E:)U!E Ne>.DE 
. . , 

Modi1'Y a.s :pro~in Seetion :s II ot' Exb.:tb1t 'No.4' to Application No·,;. '"..sS2~ .,' 
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.. SC'REOUIE No. DM 
, " . 

. :: The rate or tbe single t~ domestic service schedule;'" applicable. 1llthe· . 

. ...... territo~ in which the mtllti-famlly accommod.ation is:loca.ted;~"1ed. as;rollo~: ' 
.... .:.. t' " ' . 

. . , Customer Charge:: No ~e.. '. 
Il. • • ... 

tnera qhar~ (in a.d.d.iti~n to- the Customer' Charge)'.: 

'.' , I, 

. . ' .. 

.' • til ~. . • ' \ 

. ~e ~~~Wa.tt ho~ tor all 'blocks shall. be:;xm.u.t1plied by- the--'~\llUbe""" 
of residenti'al dwelling "U:Cits and/or traile~ spae~' ·w.tl'ed; ~tor, :serVice ~ .. 
except' thAt. the tir5t. 25 kUowatt houn-. pet '\mit. of the. first ,'blo~k , 

.. ~ow.d be 'billed at the ra.te or tbe :£'ir5t block:anci" t.he x'emA.inderot ~the '. 
'firSt. blOek';3hall be billed a.t. the rate' of·tho·seeonO.''block. . ... ~.. 

'.': AP?t~CABn.m'! ··TER,.,,\ITORY A."ID SPECIAt CONDrr:rom:: .' ' ~. ':::'>":':~ ~i;' : . 
• • " t' , . 't' ". .' ~ t~ ,. ~ It.. " 

Mod.i..."Y as proposed. in'. Section B' II of Exhibit No.~' 4' to ·'Applica.tion No.. 51552 
. except. mod.i1Y Special 'Condition No. 2 as follows": .. ·.. . .' , ..... . . . ; . . , ' ~ . . 

2. In dete~tiQn of ,~.he .m~tipl1er it is the l:-espon.s1bility,. '~. 
of the customer:to. adVise the Utility w,ithin:1S'day3.... 0/1" 

!'ollowillS 3.'flY ebimge in ,the ntlmber. of, ~$identiOJ.: dwe~ ~ ;j r.g :;.;' '.,' 
units and trailer 8pa.ees w:i.red ,for service. " , 

SC'H'StlU!E No. R-l ' 

'. 

, , 

EnereY Cr.arge: 
~t 150~kwh.r .. per kwhr 
Ne:ct.. SSO'kw'br~per kwbr 
All ~e::s k..mx-1 per kwb.r 

. '. . ~5 ~~6~':' ',. ;':: " "';:' 

" " 

: . ,Z~ls.::> :,;' . ,," . 
• I I" .. 

,,~, ',,' '1.$0'., ." '. . '. 
• ,I. , .:t\ ", t. • I' 

, " I ~ 

M;Xl~m\D Charge - Monthly basis: . .. ","'" 
I ,;:., • ,., ,'.' .. ' ,.... ,.' . 

, . $4.00 per month for the 'first 7~~ 0; lesa',o£ the "corm~:t~': . ' 
load plus35¢ per- kw' per mont.h for tJ.rJy addit:i,on3.leonneete9-.. ·1oad.;: ..... 
"provid.~~ however" that spaeeheat1ng appliar.ce;s·sh~ not: ,~.. -;, .. 

"" eo:o.:::i.d.e~d. as active coxmeetecfload.·in .comput,i::.g bills ,on' ~ter~ , 

" 
,'1.', ." 

.' 

~'subsequent to- May i and. prior to Novem'oer 1... . 
• I • , , • ~.". I 

, . 
Optional Annual Mi:oimum Charge: 

, ' 
, .. 

.. .. ~ ", uPon application by the c'ustomer' the Utility will put the" 
'. . , ::lini:I.u: c.harge on a:l annual basiS of' $1.$ .. 00 per annum toX' tho . 
,,:~,.' ~ 7 kw or le"·.of connect.ed.loa.d.~pl'US $4.00 per annum for 

:' '.. each a.dditionaJ. kilowatt; provided the cu,:,tomer Si,gn8 3. contract . « 

. , .~.. t:~r service, for 3., period. o:t not le~5- than one·;yoa:r.. The .. C¢mp.a.ny' , '. 

"rese1"Ve3 the right, to', bill the ann'Ual .1llininrum charge pX'Oporti~n,.; ..' ' . ~ 
. , . '.. atejy tbrOughout the year .. ' , . . , ./, 

•. ~:'". .. "I,' .... '1" 

, . A?Pl!CABItl"rY L. 'I'ERRl'I'ORY AND~SPECrs.CONDITIONS' , , 

l~o~"~~:·'~pO~' in~c~ioll B II or Exhibit No'. 4 to A:P~ca.t'ionNo .• 51552. 
, • 1"'! . . i ~.' '. ':,' • , 

, ' 

• i . ~ .. 

" 

. .. . . . ' 

.' , ..... :.. . ..... 
...... 'J .. I 

'.' . 
•• ' 't • . , . 

: ..... 
'. '. 

~t .', 

,. , 
'. 

' . '.'. 

. ' 
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A.51552* e e:· .. 

. (' 

.. 
Cl&.s3 
. BtIr.c:i.:og. Schedule 

, , k·,. '. B:' ' 

Noc:i:oal Lamp Ratirlg 
Ine8lldescent -Lamps. 

All-Night. Mldnight'", . All-Night·, 
. ',. ,". " "'. \ 

600: ltzmellS or .'less· 
1,000' l'lllDellS 
2.l'SOO ltzmens 
~C()O.~tl%llens 
6>OOO~~. 

10,000 ltzmel:l3 
lS,OOOl~' 

Watts 
17$' 
250·· 
/.IX) 

3~oa,'''''':, .', 
3.85"" ' 
',.20 ... ·., , 
e:~60' . -700 

1000 , 

$3".85:' . 
"4.6501 

6.10.1. 
10.40 ' 
'~.05 " ll.05 

*Service utXler ra~s- :ma.rkedwith an asterisk and. service covered: by' 
Special. Condition 3.l' except. service for extended an-fliSl'tt. bur.c.:i.Dg 
sehed.tlles as provided. under Special Condition 3, are llmited to 
street lights in service ~er such rates a.s, of May 15 ~ 1966,., . 

A?PtlCABItI'I"f, TERRITORY AND SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Mo<W.y as proposed in Section:a n or ~it No.4 to Application N~.:,5JS52 .. 
SC'REDTJIE No. IS-2 

Rata per tamp per Month 
, A B C 

Utility supplies 
energy a%Jd sw:ttch­
,irJg service oIlly 

Utility supplies - Utility supplies· 
energ, 'MteMng, energr,.:sW:ttehlllg; 
.and ~ee '. 'andma.intenance" ,.' 
service for lamps service for ent~·" ' 
and: ~sware system:1UeludlrJg' . '. 

Nominal Lamp Rati:og: 
Inea.1ld.escent tam})5 ," 

1,,000 ltrme:lS or le5S $ .55 
2"SOOlumellS 1.20 
4,,000 l'tlmeXlS . 1.00 
6., 000 1'l:ll%1eXlS Z. 55 

10,,000 l'Umetl.:5 3.95' 
15,000 1'tlme'l:l.3 $ .. 50 

$ .45 
.95 

1.40 
1 .. 95 
3.00-
4.15 

-7-

$1 .. 00 
1.80" 
2.45-
3.15 
4-70· 
6·.45· 

~ .• and··glas~., . 
" ," 

All ... N18nt ,MidDi~t:;, . 
, , " I ',~,".' 

. . 

'$1.0$, 
. 1.60' 

2.05" ' 
.2.76 
3.85 

. - c. 1:5:': ' 
~ "",,.. ':'." .. ," 

". ", 
,r1., . 

. ' ,.~ 



A .. 51552 

RATES (Cont) -
LJwPre~ 
Sodi'laVapor Lamps. 
10 ~ OOOl'Ume%lS 

High~m-e ' 
Sod:i.'all.Vapor Lamp:s 

InitiU 
watts LlJlnens 
400 4&,000 3.20 

Rate per !.amp per Month' , 
A a ~ 

Metal Halide tamps. 
All-Ni.ght M1dnight' All-N1ght Midnight' All-Night M:tcltUght 

InitiaJ. 
Watts t'UlllenS 

~400 

1,000 

Me~ Vapor tamps 
Initial. 

Watts ~M 

175 7;500 
250 ll;OOO 
400 2l;OOO 

·700 37;000' 
1" 000, 57 .. ct:::f:j 

1.70, 
2.25 
3.25-
5.25 
7.40 

1.35 2.l0 
'l.80 2.75· 
2 .. 55 " > .. 75 
4.00 6.55-
5.65 8.95 

APPL!CA.BItl'l'Y, 'I'ERRITORr ANn SPECIAl CONDITIONS 

1.65 2'.60 
r ", 

2 .. 0; I, 
" 2'.15, ' 3 .. 25, ' '2·~$'.·' ' 

.' ' 

>~35::' , 2.95· .4 .. 25-
4.80' 7 .. 0$'. $~25<' 
6..55 9.45 ' 6..9$: .. ' 

Mod.i!y as. proposed in Section :B II of Exhibit Nc.. 4 to Application No-.. ' 51552 
except ~ the fomb. sentence of Special Condition No-.. 1 as follows aJld. 
delete reference to Rule 15 .. 1 in Spee:i.al Co%ld.ition No.. 10 .. 

nSillgle-phase service !rom 480 volts sources 'Will ~, available 
in certain areas at the option of the Utility when, this' type , 
o~ service ispraet1ca.l from. thC!} Utility' 5 ang1neerlng stand-' 
pomt." ' 

SCHEOOIE No. IS-3 

RATES 

Energy Charge: 

For the t1rst. 20 kw' or less or connected: load:: 
> .. 9i per kwbr for 't1rst, 150 kwbr per month' per lor connec~d. 
0.9¢ per hmr tor all in excess 

Fora.ll connected.loa.d in exces~ of the !irst 20 kw:-
3 .. 2; per kwhr tor tiret l.50 ~ per month perkw'conneeted 
0 .. 9~ per kwhr :tor all in e.xee~s 

Service Charge (in addition to the Energy' Charge): 

$4.00 per month tor each service conneet1onto a. separa.te 
circuit of the customer. 

'. 



A.51S52 

APPtlCABItm) TERRITORY AND SPECIAl CONDITIONS 

l'JOd.i1'y' as proposed. in Section B II or Exhibit No.4to Application No. 51552 •. 

SCREDUIE' No. IS::4 

~ 

Energy Charge: 
For the f1rst., 20 kw or less of cormected load:: 

3.9i per kwhr for ~ 150 kWhr per month per kw eonn.ected. 
O. 9~ per kwhr for all in exce:ss . 

For all eormeeted. load. in excess or the t1rst 20 lew: 
:3 ~ :per kwh%" for tir$t 150 kwh%" per month perkw eonnected 
O.9¢ per kwhr tor all in excess 

Serviee Charge (in addition to the Energy' Charge): 
$4.00 per' month 'tor ea.eh service eozmeetion to- a. ~epa.ra.te , 
. c1rc1Jit or the ~mer. . 

Note: The EnergrCha.rge shall. be based on a connected load>o! 
i not 1e" than 1 kw'. ' 
\ 

APPI.lCABItlTY) TERR..."'TORY AND SPECIAL CONDrrIO~· 

Kod.ity A$ proposed. in Seet.ion B: II of Exhibit No.4 to Applica.tion No.. 51552 
~ept. modify the seeond. a:od to'\.1.1"th sent.ence of Special Condition No·. 1" the 
!o'\Xrth and. i1ith sentence or Special Condition No. 2 as follows and delete' 
reference 'tI, Rule l5.1 :tn Special Condition No.3. 

1. • .•••• MtIlt1ple C'Ul"l"ent- 'Will ilo~ ~ supplied at 
)20/2JJJ volts*" siDgle phase. • ...... SiIJgle-pbs.3e ,service 
from 4SO volt so'UrCes ldll be ava.:i:la.ble" in certain a.rea:s 
at. the opt.10n of the UtUit:r when this t:r.pe of service is 
practical from the Utilit:r's engineerirlg standpoint. 

2. • ••••• When 4SO volt :service is desired bY' the customer" 
energ:r w:tll be supp;Lied from overhead facilities at 
4$0 volts single-phase for an intereormected group of 
lamps provit!eci the total. connecteci 10M of the :inter­
CO%lneC'te<i group o! lamps. to be so ~erved. is DOt· less 
tha:l. S lGt. For a. customer-o-w:o.ec1 :i.ntercormected. sT-Jtem 
of less th:m e kw- but. not leso than 2 kw'" energy Will be 
supplied at )20/240 volt.s 'lmlos:J the customer pays the 
a.dd.:ttional co:rt. of a. 480 volt supply .. 

SCHEDUlE No. !S-.zo 

The existing SchedUl.e No. IS-;30 i:J, cancelled; aDdrepl.a.ced bY" SchedUle No .IS-60 
as pro~ in Section B II of Exhibit- lb. 4 to Applieation No. 5lS52'~ " . 

SCHE'.Dur.E Nc>. r.s-2l 

The ~~, Sehed.w.e No. IS-31 i:J cancened: and :replaced. =7 Sehe<!:ule ,'NO .• l..S-Ql ' , 
as proposed in Section B II of ~bit No.4 to Appliea.t.ionNo.: 51552: ' . 

":"' . 
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A.S1552, /nb e 
SCHEDULE N~. Ot-l. 

P..A.TES -
175. 'W8.tt mereur,y vapor'lamp 
400 'Watt :mel:'C\ll7 vapor l.a.mJ> 

APPtlCABn,rrr, 'I'ERRlTOFC{ AND SPECIAL CONDI'l'IONS, 

Per .• Lsmp. 
PeX"' 'Morrth ;. ' 

. $4~25:",. 
.. 6.70~'/, 

Modif,r as proposed in Section B II or Exhibit No .. 4 to Application No'w 5lSSZ~' . 
SCHEDOU; No. P-l" 

RATES -
\ .,.' 

A. - Molltllly Basis: 

Energy Charge: 

Connected Load in hE 

2 - 9.9hp 

Rate per kwhr for Monthly' Consmnptiol'1 of ' 
First. SO Next. SO Next:. 150 All.over 
kwhr' kwbr· kwbr.. 250, kwbr,·' 

J>er hp rr hp: per: hp . pex;'hp' '. 
S .. 2S¢. .7~ 1.6O¢ 1.25¢. ! 

10 - 24.9 hp 
2S' hop aM over 

4.70 2.70 1 .. 4S.~· 1..:2;':, ~. 
3.90 2.;.:4$ 1.35.:'. 1 .. 15" , ~ 

~ SO hp of connected. load 
Allover 50 bp of eonneeted load 
The wniT!!'lrD. charge 'W:Ul 'be accumulative annu.a.lJ.7 • 

.. 

B - AmluaJ. Ba.sia: 

Demnd Charge: 

First 10 hp of coxmected loa.d 
AU over, 10 hp of" connected load 
The demand. charge is pay.;!.ble in !1w equal 

lllOllthly ~s. 

Energy Charge (ill addition to the Demand Charge): 

'the energy' rates applicable to Rate A above .. , 

Pe~'hp·" 
Per' MOnth; , 

$1 .. 2;', ....•... 
.85 

. Pex-:.hp .. 
. Per Year. 

Note: The Minimum Charge in Rate A and the Demand,>Cha.rgein Rate B ~ball 
be based. on a. comeeted: load of at least 2 hp<!or s:iJ:lgl&-pha.ae 
service and at least 3 hp !orthrec-phase service... . 

APPUCABILITY, TERRITORY AND SPECIAL CONDITIONS' 

Modity a.s proposed n Section B II of Exhibit No.4 to Apllllcatioll,No·. 51552 
except. mod.if.r the last. sentence of Applica.bility as, follows: 

''l'hi3 . ~ehed:uJ.e is applicable only to custome~ o~ record on 
...mo thereA.:£'ter maintain cont;tnuous ~ervice ' 

at the same' 1tX:ation under this sched.u1e". 

.;.10-
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A .. 51552 /nb-e 

SCHEOOIZ No'. P-3 

~' 

B1111ng Dema.lx!. 
kw 

O-lS 
19-~ 
38-74 
75 a:OO. over 

Min:imtzm. Charge: 

. " "', .J:." ", .' . ,"' r'" 

Rate :per kwhr1'or MonthlY Consumption 
, per kwof BillingDema.nd, ,," 

~ Next, , ,Next"" All.oVO%';: 
100 ~ 100 ,lcwhl- " ' 100 'kWbr-300:kwhr' : : 

per' kw' 'per br ' ,..per 'l<Y per- kw":, " 

l.80¢ 
3.45· 
3:.15 
2.70 

2 .. 00¢' 
1.70, 
1.4S: ' 
1 .. :35' 

1 .. 45¢' " 
, 1.2S' 
"12~,'" , 

, . ;,"-: ... ' 

1.1>: ' 

, , 

$'58.00 per lIIOnth for t.he first. 40 lew' or 1es~ otthe 'On, 5~dem3.nd 
pl~ $1.00 per lew for art:s" exeess7 acC\lmUlative SllllW3lJ.y'. 

,AP?T...!CABTI.1TY, TERRITORY AND SPECIAl. CONDITIONS 

}!od.ify as l'ro:posed in ~et.iOll B, II of EXhibit No.4 to Application No. 515;2 
e.~cept l:lOd.i1'y the la.$t sentence or Appl1ea.bil1ty as folloW'S: 

"This schedue is applicable o~ to- customers of record on 
'Who therea1'ter maintain com.inuous, se%"Vice' 

at the M:me location ~der this schedule". 

SCHEDUIE No. P-5 

RATES 

Energy- Charge: 

Conneeted 'Load. 'in hp 

Rat.e 'per kwhr for}f~nth1:r co~umpti~n" or 
First 50 Next. 50;, Next 150, All, oyer',~" 

kwhr kwhr" kwhr' ,'250kwhr':-'" 
pex-hp perh~, ' 'perhp-;: :pe~·hp.:·, 

2- 9.9 
10- 24.9:' 
25-49.9 
50- 99 .. 9: ' 

6.4,5¢, 
5.65- " 
4.7S 
4.10, 
3·.6~ 
3.:30: . 
3.20 

,.',. , ' ,.. ' .,' .. ' ' .. _~ 0'.;, .• ," 

3.;509,' . 2:.0ij.,,:,: l:~;0¢( t ' " 
3:.;:30\, 1.85:",: 'l.so, ' , " 
~.20.'" 1~70:~' , J.:~40':" 

l00-;?49'.9 
250-499.9 
500 and. over 

3.85> 1'10:'" '1.2$':',. 
2'~;0: . l:50:'\'" " , l~l$r,:-"::' r" " 
2_15- "l~40::' ,l~05;r':'''' I 

2.05 1.35" " . 1~05>: l.' 
l-~~: $3.;30 per XIIOnth tor the ~2 hp'plUl5 $1~6'5:Perb.p, 
:per ~nth tor t.he"next. 4S bp. plu:s $l.05 perhp per month torexee:3~; 
provid.ed,. ho~ver,. that \>Ihen the Pr:i.ms.r.r uae of power: i~ seasonaJ. or i 

~temit.tent" the min:i.m1.'ml charge may a.t the option or the, customer 'be 
mado ae~ti ve over a 12-m.onth period. 

APPLlCABnm. TERRITORY AND SPECIAL CON01'l'IONS 

. , 

Modii"y as :pX'O:pom in ~ction B II or ~it No,. 4 to Application No .. 5l55:C~ 

SCBEDt1!E No. P-S 
, . 

Mod.ify as .. pro:po~ in Section- B n of ~bi~ No,. 4to-AppJ.1ca.tion No:. 51552 
except mxi.11Y' Electric tate I,. Electric RateII,.,Speeial ConclitionN03.'; > and' 
5 as 1'ollo~: ' , ' 

-ll-
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A.51S52 ·e 
EI.ECTRIC RATE I 

Per;· Meter> 
Dema:nd. Charge: Per Month' > , 

~ 1,000 kw' or· billing demand: 
Over l~oookw or bi Jl:lng dema.nd? per kw' 

Energy- Charge (in addition to the Demand Charge):­

First 100 kwhr per kw or bi JJ; ng. demand:, per kwhr 
Next 200 kwhr per br. or biJJing demand.",'per kwhr 
All. excess", per kwbr . 

Mini'Wln Charge: 

The Demand' Charge .conzt.itutes tha Millim\ml Charge'. 

EtECTRIC RATE n 

:Demand .. Charge: 

First 4;000 kw or biJJing demand' 
Over 4",000 kw' o!'bi J J ing demand.?p per kw 

$4",300·~OO 
.95 

Energy- CMrge (in addition to the Demand Charge): 

First 100 kwhr. per kw or b1" ing demand; per kwhr·· 
Next. 200 kwhrpor kw orb1JJing.demand", per kwhr 
All exeess~ per kwhr 

}I,; n1xm::m. Charge: 

The Demand Charge constitutes the Mi.n:fJm.ml Charge 

SPECIAL COmlI'I'ION' No. :3 

Ma.xlmum. Demand: The na'd:r:mm. dema.:nd ............ ;. provided", ':that in 
eases wnerethe U5e or energy i~ intermittent or' subject: to.. . 
violent nuctuations", either, a 5-minuteor. a. 15-minute interval 
1AS.y' be used.. ' " , , 

SPECIAL CONDITlOO' No.. 5 

Ott Pe:l.k Dema:ad.: All customers will", tor biJ J ing purpOses", have 
~ demands ignored which OCClJr between 10 :30 P.M. and. '.' 
6:30 A.!1. or the tollowing day and.' on Sundays. and. the 1'ollow:i:Dg . 
holidays: New Year's Day? 'Tt!ashingtonfs Birthday",Memoria.l D~" 
Indepemenee Day" Labor Day". Veterans' Day" ThanksgivillgDay'and 
·ChristJ::la.$ Day as such days are specified. in Publie Law 90-36> 
(U.S.C.A. Section 6103). . 

SC'flEO'O!E No. P-30 

1.1.5¢ 
.70· 
.. 50· 

'." c • '.. 

The existiIlg Schedule' No. P-30 is cancelled. and replaeed' by ScheduJ.eNo. P-60'<!'s' . 
proposed. In Seet.ion B n or Exhibit No-. 4 t,o.:Application 'No· .. 51552exeept, dele.te 
the J..a.st sentence of Applicability and modi!y the J.a.Bt;. sentence :tntb.e second' 
paragraph or: Special Condition No ~ 4(b)' a.s. :rollows: . ," .... .' ..' _ 

SP"ZCIAL CONDITION No. ~(b) 

"Dems.:d for installa.tions ~...... .on S1.lIIdays . and the following, ~ 
holida~: New Yearfs Day~ 1-1a.shingtonf s B1rthday~, ,Memorial Day" 
!n.depemence Day",' I.a.bor Day?, Veterans' Da.y ~ Tha.l:lksgi v:tngDay .' 
and. CJ::lr1.$tma.s Day", as.. said days .are specified ,in. PublieLaw. 
90-%3 (u .S-.C.A.. Section 6103) .. " :.' 

-12-



A.51552 *' 

scm:DutE No. PA-l 

RATES 

'",," 

Energy Charge 1:0. Add:1:t;ionto' the Service " Cbarge 
PAte' per kwhr' per-'h".'or kwper':year;' 

Comleetfld Lo&d. :1n hp 
or 

Billing Demand in kw 

l'dn:im\mlCba.rge : 

Almual 
Service Ch. 
per hp orkw 

$9.12 
7~92-
7.14 
6.36 
5.76 -
5.52: 
5.16, 

FJnt 
lOOOkwhr 

per hp or 'kw' 

Z.02' ' 
l.73 ' 
1.S1 
1-.4S 
1..43 
1.39 
1.:31 ' 

Next., 
,l~OOkwhr: ' " 

perhp<c:r'kw; 

O.9~ 
0·98: ' 
C~9Z'"" 
O~91::. , 
O~9~ , 
'0- :('>'''''', ..-"itJ ,", 
O.SC'. ' 

. ,~') 

The lll!iJ:limum. charge shall be the a.nnual servioe, oharge. 

APPLICABILM, ~ORY AND SPECIAL CONDrrIONS 

All "over, " . 
2000;kwhr', " 

per hporkw'"' 

Modi!y as propose:i i%I. Section B II 0'£ Exh.ibit No.4 to A:pplieati~n No'. 51552 
except modify th~ 'WOrd. fTinCl"ea.se:51f to "cha.xlge~'rin Special Condition, 9. 

Add. & new special condition: 

13. Credit forOwno~p' o:t Transformer bY' Customer:: Customers 
o:pera.tiD.g ill$tallations bAvixlg a connected load or 50 hp. or over 
and. owning the tr8.n3tormers :!Suppl:ying ~oh ill$tallatiollS as· or 
effective date or sched1Jle w.Ul be allowed.' the £'ollowing:oredits: 

50 - 99 hp'. - - - - - - - - - -
100 - 249hp. - - - - - -- - --' 
250 - 491 hp. - - - - - - - - - -
500 - 3.lld.. owr - - - - - - - -' - -' 

Almual, Credit per hp .. ot: 
Connected' Load. 

, $1.00 ,pe;'hp:~ 
.90~·per,hp., 

• 90 pe~hp'., • ' 
.SO' perhp'", 

In those cases where the customer's motor opera.tes. at the voltage' 
at 'Nb.ich the service is mete~~ no credit ,for o~omerownership 
of tra.:nsfom.ers. w.O.J.; be allowed. on the eo:cneeted load or such. motor .. 

. 4> 
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A.S1S52 

SC!-!EOotE No. S-l 

RATES . 
~ "Per <Y.eter ... 

Sta"cd-b7 Charge: 

First 25 kw oi" contract capacitY'" per kw' 
Next. 100 lot oi" contract capacitY', perkw­
Over 125 kw' oi" contra.ct capacity, per kw' 
~ Sta:o.d-by Charge 

Fer-"Month 

$2.10· 
1.58 .. 
1...26 

25.00 

Demand. and Erlergr Cba.rge3 (in addition to the St~-by Charge): . 

The regul.a.r ~hed.ules ·a.ppliea.ble~ :ine11Jdi:c.g the lllinimum charges 
and all other provisions or s.a.idsched:01es. 

APPLICAB!LI'IY, TERRITORY AND SPECIAL CONDITIONS· 

MocW:y as proposed in Section B n or Exhibit No. 4 to Application No. 51552' 
except delete the third sentence or Special. Condit-ion' 5. 

SCFlEDUIE No. TC-l 

RATES· -
~rnce Charge: 

For each Service Coxmection 

Energy' .Charge (in addition to the ServiceChs.rge): 
All kwb:r ~ per kwh%" 

Mi'c:S.mum Charge: $1 .. 25 per :month, 

APPLICABnm, TER.~rrORY AND SPECIAL CONDITIOt5 

. . 

. ·Per-Meter·. 
Per-Month \ ... ' 

.$1~25"·· 

2~4U 

Mod.ity M proposed in Section B II o~ Exhibit No .. 4 to ApplieationNo·.5155.2 
e."'CCept modify Special Condition 1 ~ folloW5 a.nddelete reference to-Rule 15.1 . 
i:C.. Special CoMition 6. 

1. Type of Service:. EnereY will normsJ.l.y ~ :!uppli~ a.t. 
J20/240 volt s~e-phase service (J20/20S volte star 
in certain lOcalities) 'Imless the customer pays the 
additional initial cost of a.4S0 volt sup~.. However~ 
service 1'rom 4SO' volt eO'llrCes f:I:oom' 'UXldergrotmd systems 
will be made available onl;r for new service connections 
at the option or the Utility when this type of service 
i~ ~a.etieal !rom the Utilityt ~l engineering standpoint. 

IN:EX OF COMMONnIES AND RATE ZONING MA.FS 

Modity to ref'leet ra.t.e &rea zo~ as propo~ in Sec:tion Co! . Exb1bit No .. 4 to· 
Application No-. 51552.. '. 

SCREO'OIES No~. D-6,' D-21, D-22.' D-2~. D:2L D-25, D-51. 
DP-)". DF-l. DS-l .. DB-10 

The f.lXiSt:ills seb,.,dules are to be cancelled. and. withdra.wn and the c~tomere 
tr.lXlS1'errcd. .to- the applicable Domeotie Sched'llle as. propo~ed ~.nExhibit,NQ<.. 4.to. 
Application No. 51552. .. 

-14-
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A.51552 e 
SC'REDUllS No:!!. DA-l to DA-6, DT 

The ~i:cg schedw.es are to be cancelled. and. 'Withdra.'wn3.Zld. the eustomel:'$ 
transferred. to Multi~F.amily' Service Schedule No~ DM. 

SCnEDUIES Nes.. DP-l a.nd 'OP-2 

The exl$t~ sched.\lles are to be cancelled and 'Withdrawn and. the' customers 
tra.ns!'erred to Domestic Service Schedule No. '0-60. 

SC'HmOIES Nos .. A~, A-21, A-22, A.-23. A-24, A-31, A.-51,.. 
A-52', AB-30, AF-2, CP ... l, CP-2, CP-3, LP-l: LP-2, LP-3, 
LF-l .. P-2;, P-<l, P:-23. PF-:3 

The ~:5:ting . schedules are to be ca%lcelledand'· 'Withdra.wn and the customers, 
t!'~er:red.. 1;0 the applicable Gener.oJ. SeX'V1ce SchedUle', as· . propos(lcl. in Exhibit. 
No.. 41:.0 Applieation No.. 51552'. ' , ',' " 

SCHEDOIE No. AB-15 

The ~stir.g Sched\lle AB-15 13 cancelled and 'Withdra:w,c.,.a.nd the' customers are 
tr3:C.S:e~_to Outdoor Area t:ighting Service Sehed'Ule No .. OL-l. 

SCHEDUIES N¢~. H-20. H-:30, !i-51 

The existillg schedules are cancelled and. w.i.thdrawn and the custome~ 'are . 
transternd to Heating and. Coo~ Sehed'Ule No. H-l.· 

s""REDUIES Nos. P-Z. P-21. P-22-, PP-l, PF;;l t P-30 .' 
Tho exi.~ing schedules are cancelled and' withdra.wn and the' cU$Cemers are .. 
t~terred. to the applicable General Power Schedule as proposed: in Exhibit No,. 4 
to. Application No.. 51552. '. 

SCHEDotES Nos. PA-3. PA=,±. PA-6; PA-7, PF-4. 

The exLsti:cg schedules are to 'be cancelled. and. witbdrawn. and the c~tomers 
tra:o.s.terr«1, to Agricut\lX'al Power Schedule No. PA-l .. 

SCHEDUIES Nos. 5-2, R-20, $-20 

The e.xist.illg ~ed'Ules are· cancelled· and witbdr,q,wn and the customers. are 
tr3%l.31'erre<i to Stand-By Service Schedule No. 5-1. 

SPECIAl. COr-.~CTS ~ J. ~Q.N SOY.AmAND PA1CE'NES COMPANY 

The contra.cts are cancelled aM the c~tomers transferred to, Agrie'Ult'Ul'alPower 
Sched:ule No.. PA-1 or General Service Schedule No,. A-J.3. .. 

SCHEDotE No.. IS-57 

The ex:tstiDg SchedW.e No.. IS-57 is to 'be cancelled and withdra.wnanc1:the 
cu:stemers. t~erred. to Street. and. Highwa.yI.1ght~ Schedule ;No ... ~l. 

, . ' , ' 
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A.$1552 

SPECIAL CONTRACT RATES FOR IN'l'ER.~UPTIJ3IE. SERVICE TO, 
AMES LABORATORY' AND STA.NFORD LINEA..~ ACCELERATOR CENTER 

Demand Charge: 

On-Peak Demaxld" • per kw- per month " 
Ott-Peak Dema.:ld" per kw per month, 

Energy ChD.rge: 

$0.78 ... 
$0.25' " 

Firs:t 300 kwhr per kw' o!Dema.nd." per kwhr .57¢ 
All over 300 kwbrper kw of" Demand." per kwh:- ~ SO¢ 

M1,,;1'!I'Ilt:l Charge for SLA.C: 

'" 
PC&E Paeil1ty' Charge 
Credit. foX"" USER, 
Energy, Component. 

.. '".': ,'" 

,',: 

", ' 

" "" \ .',', , 
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